December 3, 1979

IN THE ARMY

The following-named cadets, graduating
class of 1979, U.S. Military Academy, for ap-
pointment in the Regular Army of the United
States in the grade of second lieutenant,
under the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, sections 3284 and 4353:

Grant, Michael W., RO Ees

Hill, Curtis B., EERCIOEDE2ES

Sobers, Arthur A., EERCIOIOEE

Traylor, Jimmie L., JIESESIOUES

Williams, Thomas W., XXX-XX-XXXX

U.S. INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION

Robert E, Baldwin, of Wisconsin, to be a
Member of the U.S. International Trade Com-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

mission for the remainder of the term expir-
ing June 16, 1981, vice Italo H. Ablondi,
resigned.

CONFIRMATION

Executive nomination confirmed by the
Senate November 20, 1979:
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Shirley Mount Hufstedler, of California, to
be Secretary of Education.
The above nomination was approved sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to respond
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to requests to appear and testify before any
duly constituted committee of the Senate.

WITHDRAWAL

Executive nomination withdrawn from
the Senate November 30, 1979:

U.S. INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION

Robert E. Baldwin, of Wisconsin, to be a
Member of the U.S. International Trade
Commission for the remainder of the term
expiring June 16, 1980, vice Italo H. Ablondi,
resigned, which was sent to the Senate on
November 28, 1979.

SENATE—Monday, December 3, 1979

(Legislative day of Thursday, November 29, 1979)

The Senate met at 11:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by Hon. J. JamEs EXON, a Sena-
tor from the State of Nebraska.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward

L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

From the rising of the Sun unto the
going down of the same the Lord’s name
is to be praised. The Lord is high above
all nations, and His glory above the
heavens.—Psalms 113: 3, 4.

Let us pray.

Righteous God, Ruler of men and na-
tions, who has brought us through the
perils of the past to this time of testing
in the present, grant to our leaders a
sacred stewardship in the use of force,
employing neither too little or too much
or the wrong kind for the achievement
of justice. Keep us firm and strong but
free from hate and hardness. Be with the
representatives of this Government
wherever and however they serve
throughout the world. Grant to the cap-
tives grace and strength, and to those
who must risk themselves grant courage
and sustaining grace. Guide by Thy high-
er wisdom all who serve in the Govern-
ment that neither dangerous duties nor
hard decisions may separate us from Thy
love and from living as loyal disciples of
Him who has brought life and freedom
and redemption. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. MAGNUSON) .

The assistant legislative clerk read the
following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., December 3, 1979.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I here-
by appoint the Honorable J. JAMES EXON, a
Senator from the State of Nebraska, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.

WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
President pro tempore.

Mr. EXON thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair recognizes the majority
leader.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Jour-
nal of the proceedings be approved to
date.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

THE NEED FOR UNFLAGGING RESO-
LUTION AT THIS TIME

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, the unified support for the U.S.
position that has been evident this week-
end in the United Nations Security
Council debates concerning the outrage
against the American Embassy and staff
in Tehran is encouraging and hearten-
ing. Fortunately for the future of the
international diplomatic process, most
civilized nations realize the threat posed
to world order and security by the ac-
tions of the Khomeini regime in violat-
ing diplomatic laws, principles, and pro-
tocols that were honored even in time
of war. In the Security Council, repre-
sentatives of one nation after another,
including the Soviet Union and the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, have added their
voices to the cry that the American hos-
tages should be released immediately
and unconditionally.

As welcome as this unified support is,
the unity of spirit among the citizens of
the United States is even more signifi-
cant, and no one in any country, should
fail to recognize that the people of our
country have probably not been so united
in their determination, revulsion, and
indignation by any international assault
and insult since the attack on Pearl Har-
bor in 1941.

Oftentimes,

authoritarian govern-

ments, unversed in the workings of a
complex democratic republic, mistake
the currents of debate in the United
States for signs of essential weakness or
a lack of national solidarity. Such gov-
ernments, groups, or individuals who so
misinterpret the normal functioning of
the democratic process in the United
States should be under no illusions what-
soever and should be on notice that the
people of the United States view the at-
tacks on our Embassies, and especially
our Embassy in Tehran where American
hostages are being held, as an attack on
the American people and an attack on
our entire country, and they should be on
notice that the current stance of our
Government under the leadership of the
President of the United States in rela-
tion to the despicable developments in
Tehran mirrors the will of the Ameri-
can people, the will of all the people of
this country; and that where the safety,
well-being, sanctity, and immediate re-
lease of the American hostages in
Tehran are concerned, the American
people are of one immovable, unshakable
resolve, and the voice of the President
of the United States is the voice of all
Americans, of both major political
parties.

Mr. President, I commend the Ameri-
can people for the patriotic spirit that
they have demonstrated during this na-
tional ordeal and for the extraordinary
restraint, patience, maturity, and com-
prehension that they have generally
evinced in the face of the extraordinary
provocations to which we have been sub-
jected. I urge that all our citizens con-
tinue in this spirit, and that we not
waver of vacillate in our purpose until
the Americans in captivity in Tehran
are released and safely returned to their
families and friends in the United States.
The singleness of mind of 220 million
Americans at this point and at this mo-
ment is one of the most powerful weap-
ons of suasion and influence that we can
exert on events in Iran, and with that
singleness of mind and singleness of
purpose we can best demonstrate that
such aberrations as those we have wit-
nessed against our diplomats are beyond

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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the tolerance of civilized governments in
any age, now or at any time in the future.
(Mr. BRADLEY assumed the chair.)

SECURITY MEASURES IN THE
SENATE

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
action will be taken in the next several
weeks to enhance security in the Senate
Chamber and in the Senate office build-
ings. These measures should be viewed as
progress toward fully implementing a
program which was designed more than
2 years ago to provide maximum protec-
tion for Senators, staff, the visiting pub-
lic, and for the Capitol buildings. The
original plan was designed to phase in
the use of additional security personnel
and metal detection devices. Due to the
unfortunate incident which recently oc-
curred in Senator Kennepy's office, the
phasing in of these measures has been
accelerated.

I am aware of the implication of in-
stalling extensive security measures. I
realize that Senators, staff, and the pub-
lic may be inconvenienced by having to
face routine clearance procedures upon
entering office buildings. However, I am
sure we all realize that these steps have
been taken to insure the protection of
everyone, not only Senators, not only
staff, but the American public as well as
it visits these buildings, and I am sure
that everyone will cooperate.

I am also sensitive to the impact and
impression that increased security pro-
cedures and personnel will have on the
visiting public. Except for a brief period
in 1972 after another security incident,
the American public historically has had
extensive access to the Capitol and con-
gressional offices, an opportunity un-
heard of in many capitols throughout
the world. Every Member of this body, as
well as our colleagues in the House, has
encouraged and welcomed visitors, not
only from the State each Senator repre-
sents, each Member of the House repre-
sents, but from around the world. This
practice has allowed American citizens,
young and old, to get a bird’s-eye view
of their representatives and their Gov-
ernment at work. It has also seved as a
statement to the international commu-
nity of America's commitment to open-
ness in Government. Public access to the
day-to-day workings of the legislative
branch is more than a symbol of democ-
racy, it is an operational component of
it.

Presently, there are no plans to limit
access to the general public. However, it
disturbs me that we will have to incon-
venience the public and our own staffs in
any way, and, perhaps, ourselves, by in-
stalling the extensive security precau-
tions. Unfortunately, there are a few in-
dividuals in this world, relatively speak-
ing, who wish to do harm to Members of
this body or to the buildings that make
up the Capitol Hill complex of the Senate
and congressional offices. I feel it is out
of necessity for the protection of the
people who work in these buildings, the
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people who visit these buildings from our
States, and the protection of the build-
ings themselves that the Senate take
these security precautions.

The Senate is fortunate to have a pro-
fessional and competent police force that
will be responsible for fully implement-
ing all security measures. These meas-
ures have had proven success in
detecting dangerous devices brought into
Senate facilities and into the Capitol
Building in the past. It is hoped that they
will continue to serve as deterrents to po-
tential threats in the future. I trust that
with everyone’s cooperation and under-
standing, the Senate security force will
be successful in maintaining the safety
of all of us.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the acting minority
leader is recognized.

SENATOR KENNEDY'S STATEMENTS
CONCERNING THE SHAH OF IRAN

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, so that
there is no misunderstanding, because I
voiced these comments prior to the con-
vening of the Senate, I want to say on
the record the comments I have made
concerning the statements made by the
Senator from Massachusetts yesterday
as he criticized the regime of the Shah
of Iran.

It does not seem to me this is the kind
of statement that should be made by an
incumbent Senator or by a Presidential
candidate because it voices the comments
that are being made by those who call
themselves students, who are holding our
hostages in Iran.

I believe at this time we can only speak
with one voice in dealing with the dissi-
dents who are holding these hostages,
and that voice, under our system, must
come from the executive branch, from
the President, and for the President
through the Secretary of State.

To have made the statements that the
Senator has made I think may give these
people who are holding our hostages rea-
son to believe if they hold them longer
they may, in fact, start a trial in this
country of the actions of the Shah or
those of our people who dealt with the
Shah during his period of time as head
of the Government of Iran.

I commend those in the Presidential
race, those other candidates and those
Members of the Senate—I think so far
all Members of the Senate have main-
tained a solidarity behind the President
and behind the dealings of the adminis-
tration in attempting to secure the re-
lease of our fellow citizens who are held
hostage.

I hope Senator KENNEDY will desist
from this course and once. again join
all of us who are trying to convince those
dissidents who are holding our hostages
that they will secure no solace in this
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country for their point of view so long
as those Americans are held captive in
Tehran.

Mr. President, I have some other re-
marks. I would like to defer to the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. DeConcini). I
ask unanimous consent that the remain-
der of my time be deferred until the time
when my order will come before the Sen-
ate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, let me
withdraw that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
DeCONCINI

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. DEConNcINI) is recognized
for not to exceed 15 minutes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have an order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I would be
very happy to yield all of my time to
the distinguished Senator from Arizona
with the understanding that he yield a
couple of minutes, 2 or 3 minutes, to Mr.
PROXMIRE. -

Mr. DECONCINI. I thank the majori-
ty leader, and I do yield the time so
i:ilndjcated to the Senator from Wiscon-
sin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished majority lead-
er for his graciousness, and also the
distinguished Senator from Arizona (Mr.
DeConcini) for yielding me the time.

HAITT'S HUMAN RIGHTS DIVISION
AND THE NEED FOR INTERNA-
TIONAL LAW

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this
week the Government of Haiti an-
nounced the creation of a Human Rights
Division in their Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. Georges Salomon, Haiti’s Foreign
Minister, said the new human rights of-
fice would provide a liaison between the
Haitlan Government and national and
international organizations working to
further human rights protection.

It is too early to tell whether the new
division is a meaningful attempt to pro-
tect human rights or merely a cosmetic
gweaction to appease world opinion. Hav-
ing witnessed such flagrant crimes
against humanity committed in the past
by the Haitian Government, we can only
hope that this effort is sincere. Perhaps
it is a first step.

While it was not the only motivating
force, criticism from the international
community was certainly a major in-
fluence in Haiti’s decision to at least
acknowledge the need to better protect
human rights. If the United States, along
with other concerned nations, continues
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to demand that the Haitian Government
respect the rights of man, the new human
rights office could turn out to be more
than a mere political propaganda fa-
cade.

While the creation of human rights of-
fices in nations is an important step,
there is a more fundamental task facing
the world community—the establish-
ment of a firm human rights principle
under international law. Countries who
have failed to protect human rights must
be made aware that the international
community has laid down rules govern-
ing the protection of human rights.

Why, then, has America failed to ac-
cept the covenant providing for interna-
tional law protecting the most basic fun-
damental human right? Why has the
Senate not declared genocide a crime
against humanity? Why have we not
ratified the Genocide Convention?

We have been afforded innumerable
opportunities. For 30 years the Genocide
Treaty has been before the Senate. For
30 years we have failed to accept the
cornerstone for the protection of hu-
man rights through international law.

Let us correct this failure. Join with
me in proclaiming intolerance of geno-
cide. Let us ratify the Genocide Con-
vention now.

I thank my good friend from Arizona,
and I yield the floor.

(Mr. FORD assumed the chair.)

THE SALT II TREATY IS FLAWED

Mr. DeCONCINI. Mr. President, I
rise today to discuss the SALT II treaty.

The SALT II treaty, as negotiated and
signed by the President and as modi-
fied and reported to the Senate by the
Foreign Relations Committee, is flawed.
I have come to this conclusion reluc-
tantly after considerable study and
thought. The treaty does not, as it osten-
sibly purports, enhance American secu-
rity; nor does it, as its advocates claim,
contribute to international stability and
world peace. Rather, it legitimizes the
outcome of a decade-and-a-half-long
arms race that the United States has
lost, or is in the process of losing by
refusing to participate. The treaty is
a clever legal facade behind which is
hidden the fundamental and growing
military inequality between the United
States and the Soviet Union. It saves
face for American Government officials
by proclaming strategic parity; yet, that
parity is no more than an illusion, a
diplomatic sleight-of-hand. The vaunted
strategic equality of SALT II is no more
real than the flickering shadows on the
walls of Plato’'s cave. Both deceive the
viewer and mask the truth.

The disconcerting fact that every
American must face, and face squarely,
is the decline of American military
power. Our capabilities have been erod-
ing for a decade and a half while those
of the Soviet Union have been growing
at a rate and with a degree of technologi-
cal sophistication few analysts thought
possible.

The SALT II treaty is not to blame for
American military weakness—that weak-
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ness is to blame for the shape of this
treaty. It is this causal relationship that
raises the pivotal issue of the Senate
debate: Should the United States accept
the inferior status imposed upon it by
its own lack of will and foresight and
assent to a document that will perpetu-
ate the myth of American military
equality with the Soviet Union until that
myth collapses under the weight of So-
viet political demands? Or should we,
instead, accept the truth of our own
weakness, reject the treaty, and begin
to rebuild our strategic and conventional
forces to insure American survival and
the integrity of the dwindling entity, the
free world?

The latter course of action also carries
with it certain risks. To be sure, Soviet
propagande. will denounce us as war-
mongers, and a certain segment of world
and domestic opinion will be convinced.
Some of our allies will be anxious—they,
less than we, are reluctant to face the
truth; it is more comfortable to allow
oneself to be deceived than to struggle
to stem the tide of events. Others are
genuinely convinced that SALT II re-
duces arms and offers the hope of a new
era of international cooperation and

good will. But the sincerity and depth of -

their belief will not make it so.

The SALT II treaty enshrines a stra-
tegic doctrine that has guided American
thinking for 15 years and which is large-
1y responsible for the pitiful state of our
defenses. America’s precipitous fall from
power has followed closely the adoption
in the mid-1960s of the doctrine of mu-
tual assured destruction. The Kennedy
administration originally debated and
rejected this strategy, opting instead for
counterforce. Counterforce was expen-
sive and required that the United States
deploy a range of weapons systems to
provide maximum response flexibility.
Mutual assured destruction replaced
counterforce at the time of the Great
Society and the Vietnam war—as much
as anything, it provided a rationale for
cutting back on strategic weapons sys-
tems while the United States was in-
volved in a conventional war in Asia
and massive social welfare programs at
home.

Mutual assured destruction is the in-
tellectual equivalent of the Maginot
Line—it promises unlimited security ir-
respective of what the enemy may do.
Moreover, nuclear weapons are elevated
to a transcendental force capable of
guaranteeing world peace and stability.
Historically, such fanciful inventions
*ave been the product of peaceful and
defense-minded peoples who preferred
easy solutions to the hard reality of in-
ternational relations. They have always
been challenged and destroyed—usually
at a great cost in human life—by the ag-
gressive and warlike.

The doctrine of mutual assured de-
struction is simple: The awesome de-
structiveness of nuclear weapons insures
they will never be used against an oppo-
nent who possesses them. Furthermore,
the chance of any conflict between two
nuclear-armed opponents is dramatically
reduced because of the potential for es-
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calation. The efficacy of the doctrine
hinges on the capacity to retaliate after
an attack. Each nation must be able to
deploy nuclear weapons that can survive
a first strike, This has led the United
States to concentrate much of its efforts
on submarines capable of launching nu-
clear-armed missiles. Under the premises
of mutual assured destruction, it is waste-
ful, even absurd, to develop nuclear
weapons capable of initiating, fighting,
and winning a war.

Soviet military planners, unhappily,
have never accepted mutual assured de-
struction. Their inability to perceive the
inevitable, according to our strategists,
matters little; whether the Soviets accept
it or not, assured destruction is a fact
that must lead to superpower stability.
Influenced partly by Marxist-Leninist
doctrine which could never accept such a
limitation on socialist expansion and ul-
timate victory and partly by a less cata-
clysmic view of nuclear weapons, Soviet
planners have developed a nuclear arse-
nal based upon the premise that a nu-
clear war can be fought and won without
precipitating the destruction of Soviet
society. Their current inventory of weap-
ons precisely reflects that view.

American and Soviet negotiators have,
thus, approached SALT II from funda-
mentally different perspectives, Ameri-
cans enthusiastically wanted to demon-
strate the principle that arms reductions
and control was possible, betraying not
a little evangelical fervor. We exhibited
maximum flexibility on practically every
issue. No problem was insurmountable
because ultimately our negotiators be-
lieved American security interests were
protected by mutual assured destruction.
Major concessions were made for the
principle of arms control. When the So-
viets proved contentious and adamant,
we argued it was because their society
and institutions lacked flexibility. Their
intransigence on such issues as the SS-18
and Backfire was treated more as stub-
bornness that had to be humored than
reflective of a darker strategic purpose.

To the Soviets, SALT has always been
an integral part of their overall strategy.
Its purpose was to consolidate and legiti-
mize gains already made while enticing
America to continue moving down the
path of arms self-restraint. In the pro-
tocol, for example, the Soviets insisted
that we agree not to deploy a mobile
ICBM. This seems absurd on its face
since the United States could not deploy,
under the best of circumstances, any
mobile missiles until 1985, or beyond.
However, the Soviet goal is to make the
protocol the basis for SALT III nego-
tiations. In this manner, they hope to
eliminate any American deployment of
the MX (or similar) missile.

By giving Americans a false sense of
security, mutual assured destruction has
led to the negotiation of an arms limita-
tion treaty that is indefensible. Con-
fronted with challenges to specific pro-
visions, proponents cavalierly suggest
that any inequities will be cleared up in
SALT III. This is precisely what was
said during the SALT I debate. Propo-
nents of the treaty do not deny its faults;
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rather, they minimize the implications
of those faults by reference to mutual
assured destruction. Some administra-
tion spokesmen have even suggested
that so long as one American submarine
armed with nuclear missiles can survive,
the Soviets will be deterred. This is an
obviously absurd extension of the flawed
logic implicit in mutual assured destruc-
tion. But the frame of mind it betrays
demonstrates why American negotiators
capitulated to Soviet demands.

As negotiated, SALT II lays the foun-
dation for an era of Soviet-American
confrontation in which the United States
will inevitably lose. Our military options
will be so drastically reduced that we will
continuously be forced to concede or risk
destruction. Unless the inequities in
SALT II are eliminated, the United
States will perpetually—subtly and not
so subtly—be subject to nuclear black-
mail.

A number of specific provisions con-
tribute to this result. First, the treaty
does not count the Soviet Backfire bomb-
er in the total allowed launchers. At pres-
sent, the Soviet Union has between 120
and 150 of these supersonic, intercon-
tinental bombers. They are easily capa-
ble of hitting targets in the United
States without refueling, and they are
far more capable of penetrating our air
defenses than any American bomber is
of penetrating Soviet air defenses. The
Backfire is the best and most capable
Soviet bomber. Yet, the treaty counts all
569 American B-52 bombers even though
less than 400 are even operational and
those are obsolete. This provision alone
is sufficient, in my judgment, to deny
approval of the treaty. Yet, it is only one
of a series of unilateral concessions.

Second, the treaty allows the Soviet
Union to deploy 308 SS-18 heavy missiles
while the United States is denied this
right. The SS-18 is the most powerful
and most destructive weapon system that
exists in the world today. It has the po-
tential to carry 40 independently tar-
geted reentry vehicles on each missile,
and is presently armed with at least 10.
By itself, this provision allows the Soviets
a minimum of 3,080 nuclear warheads.
More importantly, each of those war-
heads is exceptionally accurate and can
destroy any presently existing American
missile base, including hardened sites.

The treaty thus gives the Soviet
Union an unacceptable war-waging ca-
pability against the United States. Using
only two-thirds of its SS-18 force, the
Soviets could destroy virtually our en-
tire Minuteman force. With the remain-
ing one-third, they could destroy m_ost
of our B-52 bombers, our submarine
bases, Washington, D.C., SAC Headquar-
ters, NORAD, and the largest 100 urban
centers in America. It should be under-
scored that this devastating destruction
would be the result of only the SS-18
missile. The Soviets also have the SS-17
and SS-19, each of which is more power-
ful than our Minuteman, but which, un-
der the terms of the treaty, are treated
as light, not heavy missiles. To treat one
SS5-18 as the equivalent of one American

Titan is a travesty; it is part of the
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meaningless illusion of equality created
by SALT II.

Third, the Soviets have developed a
mobile missile designated as the SS-20.
They claim that this missile which car-
ries three independently targeted war-
heads is of medium range and designed
for the European theater. It can also be
used against targets in Africa, the Mid-
dle East, and China. If, however, the SS-
20 is reduced from three warheads to
one, its range becomes intercontinental
and can be used against targets in the
United States. Since it is launched from
mobile platforms—items which the
United States is prevented from deploy-
ing for the duration of the protocol—
it is also practically invulnerable to at-
tack.

The Soviet Union is in the process of
deploying 750 to 1,000 SS-20 mobile
launchers, none of which is counted in
the treaty. The SS-20 launcher is
equally capable of firing an SS-16 mis-
sile, which is an intercontinental device.
Furthermore, the SS-20 missile is iden-
tical to the S5-16 except that it lacks a
third stage. Thus, the 750 to 1,000 SS-20
launchers scaftered around the Soviet
Union could easily and quickly be loaded
either with SS-16’s or the warhead
weight could be changed. In either event,
this “oversight” in the treaty gives the
Soviet Union the potential of 3,000 addi-
tional nuclear warheads capable of
hitting the United States, all of which
:rot:tld be invulnerable to American at-

ack.

Fourth, the treaty does not deal ade-
quately with the cold fire, reload ca-
pability the Soviet Union has developed.
When the Minuteman is fired from its
silo, ignition occurs within the silo itself,
destroying the launching apparatus. In
counting American missiles, therefore, it
is reasonable to assume that one silo
launcher equals one missile. The So-
viets, however, now have the capability
to reuse their launch silos by pushing the
missile out of the silo with compressed
gases and igniting the missile above
ground. This prevents damage to the
launch mechanism and allows reload-
ing within a number of hours. This new
capability would allow them to conduct
a first strike, reload, and present the
United States with a missile force almost
undiminished in strength.

Because the issue of verification has
received so much attention, the admin-
istration has strived to give the impres-
sion that every element in the treaty is
subject to verification that is in no way
dependent upon Soviet cooperation. To a
considerable extent, this claim is valid.
But there are portions—crucial por-
tions—of the treaty that either cannot
be verified or which, to one degree or an-
other, derend upon Soviet cooperation.

The treaty limits missile launchers, not
missiles themselves. Unless they have
followed the evolution of SALT II rather
closely, most citizens are probably un-
aware of this distinction. Originally, the
United States, quite logically, proposed
that the number of missiles be limited.
This was rejected by the Soviet Union
because it would have required onsite
inspection. We eventually accepted lim-

itation of launchers because these could
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be monitored by satellites. A launcher is
generally a large hole in the ground or a
submarine, both of which are hard to
disguise and take time to construct. At
the time, mobile launchers and reload-
able silos had not been developed or de-
ployed. Today they are. Their existence
calls into question the basic concept of
the treaty.

It is generally conceded that satellite
technology is not sufficient to detect the
number or type of missile being pro-
duced in the Soviet Union. Missiles can
be, and are, stockpiled. Satellites cannot
locate mobile platform launchers such
as the S85-20, nor can they determine if
SS-16 missiles are located nearby or
whether a third stage has been hidden
close to the site. They certainly cannot
reveal whether the payload of a SS-20
has been reduced to make its range in-
tercontinental. Satellite technology can-
not tell us much about whether a mis-
sile silo is cold fire and, thus, resuable.

Other aspects of verification concern
the testing of missiles. For example, the
treaty provides that a missile will be
considered to have the maximum num-
ber of warheads for which it has ever
been tested. To know this, we must be
able to intercept test data and then
properly interpret it. Recently, the So-
viets have begun the practice of encod-
ing that test data telemetry so that it
cannot be recovered. In what the ad-
ministration proclaimed to be a major
concession, the Soviets agreed not to
encode test data relevant to monitor-
ing the terms of the treaty—however,
they will decide which data is relevant.
Adding this to the loss of listening posts
in Iran and elsewhere, serious doubt has
been cast upon America’s ability to
monitor the treaty.

Over the last few months, proponents
of the treaty have generally retreated
from their earlier claims of verifiability
by changing the meaning of the word.
It no longer denotes our ability to verify
accurately every single provision. It was
first watered down to mean a reason-
able probability of verifying most of the
provisions. More recently, however, the
administration has argued that verifica-
tion is adequate if cheating on a scale
sufficient to alter the overall balance of
power could be detected in time for the
United States to take remedial action.
This new definition abandons all pre-
tense that SALT II is verifiable. It im-
plicity concedes that cheating will prob-
ably occur. But, it asks the American
people to console themselves with the
thought that by the time cheating be-
comes so widespread and massive that
it might alter the balance of power it
can be detected. Thus, SALT II rests
upon an act of faith—faith in the So-
viets to abide by its terms, and faith in
our intelligence agencies to alert us be-
fore it is too late.

The goal of arms control and limita-
tion is a worthy one, and I doubt that
any American would not welcome se-
rious steps in that direction. Thus, I ap-
plaud the SALT process which was initi-
ated by President Nixon and continued
through Presidents Ford, and Carter. I
am convinced, however, that as negoti-

ated SALT II does not meet the minimal
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standards for real arms control—a fact
that is in no small measure the result of
inappropriate American strategic think-
ing. The challenge that faces us is to
reconceptualize and reconstitute our
strategic thinking so that it matches the
realities we will face during the 1980's
and beyond. Once this has been accom-
plished, the SALT process should go for-
ward.

Arms control and limitation is a mu-
tual reduction of the most destructive
and destabilizing weapons, but in a
gradual and even-handed manner which
preserves the underlying balance of
power. History has repeatedly demon-
strated that peace in the world is the
product of equilibrium.

When, as was the case immediately
preceding the outbreak of the Second
World War, an expansionist nation
meets no resistance, it is encouraged to
press its claims yet another step fur-
ther. In its present form, SALT II gives
a decided military edge to the Soviet
Union, upsetting the balance of power.
This will destabilize international poli-
tics and may ultimately cause the dis-
aster that arms control strives to elimi-
nate.

The administration has insisted that
no attempt be made to link conceptually
Soviet foreign policy to the SALT II
treaty. This “no linkage” approach is,
in my judgment, a fundamental mistake.
Arms control is not separate from for-
eign policy; if anything, it is the central
foreign policy issue It both reflects and
influences the other dimensions of the
superpower relationship. It is contrived
and unrealistic to treat arms control in
isolation because any treaty depends
upon mutual perceptions of trust and
goodwill.

Arms control simply cannot flourish
in an atmosphere of intensifying super-
power competition and antagonism. For
the last decade, the Soviet Union has
paid lip service to detente while pursuing
an aggressive and adventuristic foreign
policy in Africa, Asia, the Middle East,
and Latin America. This escalation of
activity is the existential manifestation
of Soviet intentions. It matters little if
their propaganda extols the virtues of
detente if they actively seek at every
turn to undermine the United States
and free world. Detente implies modera-
tion and an acceptance of the status
quo. Soviet actions contradict Soviet
words, and until the two are reconciled,
meaningful arms control—not one-sided
limitations like those in SALT II—will be
unlikely.

Arms control agreements can become
a powerful force for good. But they must
be agreements which reduce and limit
nuclear weapons without giving either
party a strategic advantage. The SALT
II treaty does not meet this test, and it
would be a major mistake for the Sen-
ate to approve it in its present form. It
may be possible for the Senate to cor-
rect its deficiencies. But without radical
surgery, I intend to vote against SALT
IT and would urge my colleagues in the
Senate to do likewise, The proper course
for the Senate is to charge the admin-
istration to renegotiate a treaty consist-
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ent with American security interests
and world peace.
Thank you, Mr, President.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
STEVENS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. STeveNs) who, under the

previous order, is recognized for not to

exceed 21 minutes.
Mr. STEVENS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

ALASEKA LANDS ISSUE

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I should
like to continue my review of some of
the major issues involved in the Alaska
lands issue with respect to how the
Senate Energy Committee has dealt
with them.

One of the most important was that
of transportation and access. This is
really three separate issues: First is the
establishment of major rights-of-way
future transportation and utility systems
such as the Alaska pipeline; second, the
right of private and State landowners to
utilize Federal lands for access to their
own lands; and, third, the extent to
which traditional methods of access such
as airplanes, snow machines, and motor-
boats, would be allowed in different areas
to be established by the bill.

The Senate Energy Committee dealt
thoughtfully and fairly with each of
these issues. It developed provisions
which insure that environmental stand-
ards for transportation activities would
be established and implemented. But it
also established congressional policy and
intent that adequate access not be frus-
trated or prevented by unnecessary regu-
lation,

Future rights-of-way for major trans-
portation systems was the first issue
dealt with by the committee. The Energy
Committee bill sets up a series of cri-
teria upon which future right-of-way
applications are to be judged. The Sec-
retary of Transportation is to be in-
volved in preparing the environmental
impact statements for those applica-
tions where the Department of Trans-
portation has program authority along
with the Secretaries of Interior and
Agriculture. Time limits are set for the
completion of the EIS process and the
applicant is granted the right to appeal
to the courts if his application is denied.

Currently, the granting of rights-of-
way is a discretionary authority vested
in the Land Management Agency with
no specific criteria for the review of
applications for rights-of-way.

The Senate committee version takes
into account the fact that the develop-
ment of Alaska’s surface transportation
system is in its infancy. There are today
less than 10,000 miles of roads in all of
Alaska. This is less than the combined
total of the roads in the District of
Columbia and Montgomery County,
despite the fact that Alaska is one-fifth
the size of the whole United States.

The present authorities for granting
rights-of-way on Federal lands are
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based upon the supposition that the
major transportation systems are al-
ready in place as, indeed, they are in
the West. This is not so in Alaska, and
the Senate committee provisions permit
the development of rational rights-of-
way for the future utilization of our
people.

Secondly, with regard to access to in-
holdings, it has always been considered
a common law right that a private land-
owner has the right to utilize another
landowner’s land for access. The Senate
Energy Committee recognized this right
and has provided a complementary pro-
vision in Federal law to that of the com-
mon law right of access, and the Senate
Energy Committee’s bill does guarantee
this right of access.

Under this provision the private land-
owner or the State of Alaska would be
guaranteed access to their land, and this
access would have to be adequate and
feasible, that is, economic, for other
purposes,

This provision is particularly impor-
tant because the Senate committee bill
establishes some of the largest Federal
landholdings in the Nation, and it is pos-
sible that the establishment of these
areas could effectively block access to
private or State lands without this
access provision.

Third, Mr. President, the traditional
access methods such as airplanes, snow
machines and motor boats are very
important and they are of particular
importance in rural Alaska. Because of
the underdeveloped transportation sys-
tems, residents of rural Alaska utilize
airplanes as though they were auto-
mobiles. We often call our planes our
air taxis. The rivers have become our
highways and in the winter time, snow
machines are the most practical method
of surface transportation in a consider-
able portion of Alaska. The continued
use of these and other traditional meth-
ods of transportation is vitally impor-
tant to our State. The Senate Energy
Committee has recognized that and has
provided that the continued use of these
methods of transportation will be per-
mitted, subject to reasonable regulation
to insure that there is no damage to the
environment in those areas set aside.

The Senate Energy Committee bill
has dealt fairly with Alaska in relation
to the transportation needs. I believe the
committee crafted a series of new pro-
visions to provide adequate transporta-
tion access and it has done so consistent
with the desire of all for the protection
of our environment.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to
support the work of the Senate Energy
Committee, which spent 60 markup ses-
sions, developing these and other pro-
visions. The Senate committee’s version
is a balanced project which deserves the
support of the entire Senate.

THE IMPACT OF THE WINDFALL
PROFIT TAX ON ALASEKA

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I wish
also to comment upon the current wind-
fall profit tax bill and its impact upon
our State. At the present time, according
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to the Department of Energy monthly
report, we are importing more than 8
million barrels per day of petroleum
products. This Nation has a daily con-
sumption of more than 18 million bar-
rels per day. This means that about 46
percent of our petroleum consumption
is imported. Of our domestic production,
which runs slightly over 8 million bar-
rels daily, Alaska contributes 1.3 million
barrels per day just from the North
Slope. Roughly 1 out of 6 barrels of oil
produced domestically comes from my
State—an impressive amount. The prob-
lem with the current windfall profits tax
bill, from my point of view, is that there
is no tax included whatsoever on im-
ported oil.

Mr. President, it is difficult for me to
understand why, in our consideration of
this tax, that oil imported from overseas
is not dealt with at all. Currently, we
have a situation in which the price of
imported oil is increasing about $1 a
month per barrel. It is interesting to
review some of the prices we paid for this
oil. In May of 1979, for example, the
price of Indonesian crude was $16.84; of
Iranjan crude, $17.27; of Mexican crude,
$18.56; Saudi Arabian crude, $14.62; the
United Arab Emirates, $17.38; Venezuela,
$15.76. Currently, I am told we pay an
average of $23.98 per barrel.

An importer can acquire a contractual
price for these oil imports with delivery
of that oil to take place several months
later. These are the people who are ac-
tually making any windfall. The vast
profits that we read about are related to
foreign oil transactions; they are not re-
lated to domestic oil transactions. In the
first 6 months of 1979 the price of im-
ported oil went up 59.4 percent, Alaskan
crude on the other hand increased only
5.9 percent; one-tenth of the increase
for foreign oil in the same period. Yet,
under the windfall profits tax bill sub-
stantially more in terms of cash flow will
be taken from one reservoir, the Prud-
hoe Bay reservoir, than from any other
source. If the real purpose of this bill is
to tax windfall profits, Mr. President,
why does it not address the area where
the greatest profits stand to be made?

Including the Bradley amendment,
which would take an additional $6 bil-
lion, under this tax, $30 billion would
come from Alaskan oil alone. And that
is from the first production from that
reservoir, There still remains some 800
million barrels of potential production
in the west end of the Sadlerochit Res-
ervoir. Unfortunately, only about 10 per-
cent as much oil can be recovered per
well in the west end as in the east end.
That means that it is necessary to drill
10 wells in the west end to get the same
production. Obviously, that means that
costs increase at least tenfold—more
than tenfold, because they are being
drilled now as opposed to 4, 5, and 6
yvears ago. I would point out that I do
not know of any other situation in which
we would not allow the money that comes
in from the first production to be placed
back in the kitty to increase the produc-
tion.

This is not wildcatting, this is not ex-
ploration; this is development of a
known reserve, a reserve that is capable
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of producing over 800,000 barrels a day
more than this country is currently pro-
ducing.

The Bentsen amendment, which has
been adopted, will bring some 300,000
barrels a day increased production by
1987, I am informed, at a projected cost
of about $10 billion by providing incen-
tives to independents bringing in new oil.

Furthermore, this amendment entirely
exempts from the windfall profit tax
the moneys that are necessary to produce
the 300,000 barrels a day. Yet there is
no incentive whatsocever given to develop
the existing and known production po-
tential of the North Slope. I have sug-
gested the concept of the “plowback” or
incentive for Alaskan production. That is
meeting increasing opposition, however.

Mr. President, my good friend from
Oklahoma has suggested a production
tax credit for those actually bringing on
new production following the passage of
this bill. This would act as a credit
against the windfall profits tax already
paid so that they could have increased
capital formation capability to continue
to develop the area. This formula would
reward success. In an area such as Alas-
ka, it would be extremely helpful. While
1 believe a plowback to be a better ap-
proach, this other amendment is the very
least the Senate should do in order to
encourage development of potential oil
and gas resources in my State.

Once again, Mr. President, I must say
that I am alarmed at the fact that this
bill will not even deal with the real area
of increased profits. There is no tax
whatsoever on the windfall that comes
about from having entered into a con-
tract for the delivery of imported oil and
having that contract fulfilled several
months later, when the actual market
price in the United States is substantial-
1y higher.

That is where there is a true windfall.
It is no windfall to have an increased
price brought about largely by declining
supply.

Furthermore, this is what I foresee,
Mr. President, about 6 months from now,
assuming that the Congress passes this
tax bill, which is really an excise tax,
at the President’s request.

As there are few if any independents
in my State, the Bentsen amendment
will have no impact in providing incen-
tives on Alaska. So in about 9 months
from now, when we have suffered a re-
duction in the amount of imports al-
lowed us from the OPEC countries—and
we can all see that handwriting on the
wall now—we will be faced with a situa-
tion in which some stimulus for do-
mestic production will be necessary.

I do not see any stimulus in this bill.
I foresee that the administration, which
sent us this mistake of a bill, is going
to have to face up to the question of
incentives. They will have to reassess
what is necessary in order to encourage
increased domestic production of oil in
the short run.

In the long run, we will be able to
switch over to synthetic fuels. We will
be making petroleum from coal from the
State of the good Presiding Officer, Een-
tucky. Other areas of the country will
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also be producing more coal and we will
be producing oil or gas from that coal
as well., That is going to happen, but
that is not going to happen in a short
period of time.

Alaska could substantally increase its
production of oil and gas now if incen-
tives were provided and be producing
energy well before the first synthetic
fuel plant is on line.

The construction of the Alaska gas
pipeline alone would be the equivalent,
as far as new energy into the South 48
States, of our imports from Iran. We
have known reserves of gas that are not
capable of being delivered to the South
48 States because of the lack of a trans-
portation system. The money to build
that system could be provided for largely
by the major oil producers.

The administration went to the major
producers and said, “We want you to
participate in the cost of construction
of this pipeline.” They agreed to put up
$4 billion; the first time that has ever
been done. And, if it can be worked out,
consistent with our antitrust laws, it will
be done.

But where is the money to come from
if the windfall profit tax proposed by the
administration takes away from those
very people over the period of 11 years,
some $30 billion, at a minimum?

I think it is foolish to have such a
tremendous potential in our State and to
have that potential unrealized because
of foolhardy tax legislation.

Mr. President, as I indicated, in the
west end of the Sadlerochit area, are 800
million barrels of some of the most costly
oil in the country to produce. That is a
lot of oil.

But, who, in any board room, in his
right mind, would put up the money to
produce that oil, knowing that he will
make more money through imports?
There is no windfall from producing
North Slope oil and delivering it through
the transportation network to market.
There is no windfall profit potential, for
any oil produced in the whole State of
Alaska, compared to what can be gained
from the import of oil from Venezuela.
the Mideast, or Indonesia.

Yet, all those imports do not face one
single dollar of taxation.

Mr. President, if we are talking taxes,
I think the Senate ought to consider a
tax on those imports; a tax of $1 per
barrel for example.

As I have indicated, the rate is going up
at $1 a month. If we had imposed a tax
on imports 4, 5, or 6 years ago, as some
of us suggested, we would probably not
find ourselves in the situation we face
today and what is more we could perhaps
have deterred the continued increase in
the cost of these foreign imports.

Mr. President, I hope we might have
some exchanges. I was involved in an ex-
change with my friends from New Jersey
and Rhode Island the other day. I had an
appointment out of the building that I
had to keep. But I would be very willing
to engage in an exchange at length with
them concerning the impact of this bill
on the potential production in Alaska.

I certainly know what the impact of
this bill will be on that potential. I hope
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the people of the country understand that
if this bill passes, at the very least, the
potential production from Al_aska will
be greatly stretched out. It will not be
available soon when it will really be
needed.

Our No. 1 goal ought to be increasing
domestic production. This bill, to me,
runs contrary to that goal.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
4 guorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CRUDE OIL WINDFALL PROFIT
TAX ACT OF 1979

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of the unfinished
business, H.R. 3919, which will be stated
by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 3919) to impose a windfall
profit tax on domestic crude oil.

The Senate resumed its consideration
of the bill.

Mr. ROBERT C, BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unamimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECESS UNTIL 1:30 P.M.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess until 1:30 p.m. today.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 12:44 pm., recessed until 1:30 p.m.:
whereupon, the Senate reassembled
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. BRADLEY) .

RECESS UNTIL 2:30 P.M,

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate stand in recess until 2:30 p.m. today.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 1:31 p.m. recessed until 2:30 p.m.;
whereupon, the Senate reassembled
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. ZORINSKY) .

RECESS UNTIL 3 P.M.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess until 3 p.m. today.

There being no objection, at 2:30 and 5
sezonds p.m. the Senate took a recess
until 3 p.m.; whereupon, the Senate
reassembled when called to order by the
Presiding Officer (Mr. BUMPERS) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will come to order.

The Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, without
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losing my right to the floor, I yield to
the Senator from Arizona for a unani-
mous consent request.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may ab-
sent myself from the Senate, beginning
at noon on December 4 until my return
on December 12. The purpose is for a
visit to Taiwan, which involves visiting
Fu Jen University and other related
matters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECESS UNTIL 3:30 P.M.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate stand
in recess until 3:30 p.m.

There being no objection, the Senate
recessed at 3:00:44 p.m.; whereupon at
3:30 p.m., the Senate reassembled when
called to order by the Presiding Officer
(Mr. BUMPERS) .

RECESS UNTIL 4 P.M.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess until 4 p.m.

There being no objection, the Senate
recessed at 3:30:19 p.m.; whereupon, at
4 p.m. the Senate reassembled when
called to order by the Presiding Officer
(Mr. CHILES). g

CRUDE OIL WINDFALL PROFIT
TAX ACT OF 1979

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3919).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHILEs). The Senate will come to order.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Boren). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
REcoRD in our discussions on the windfall
profit bill an editorial from the Wall
Street Journal today entitled “Costly
Catharsis” and another article from the
Washington Post entitled “Oil Mining
May Increase U.S. Supply Dramatically.”

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, Dec, 3, 1979]
CosTLY CATHARSIS

As readers of this page know, we have dis-
puted from the beginning the belief that
higher domestic crude oil prices from decon-
trol can be passed through to consumers who
are already paying the world price for refined
products. If the prices cannot be passed
through, then there can’t be any windfall

revenues and the tax will be paid out of the
industry's current profits.
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Now & high administration official, R. Rob-
ert Russell, Director of the Council on Wage
and Price Stability, says as much. He told the
Joint Economic Committee last Tuesday that
the “windfall profits” tax “is a tax on cap-
ital.”

It seems to us that Mr, Russell’s remark is
a pretty straightforward admission that there
aren’'t going to be any “windfall"” profits to
tax. If the cost of higher priced crude oil
were simply passed along in higher prices to
consumers, the tax would fall on consump-
tion, not capital.

Taxes on capital get passed along in an-
other way, and Mr. Russell, to the great credit
of his professional honesty, pointed out the
route it takes. A tax on capital inhibits “in-
vestment in capital, and insofar as it does
that it can in the long-run have inflationary
impact by lowering productivity.” In other
words, it's a route to less economic growth
and lower real incomes.

While the JEC was pondering the revela-
tion that the “windfall profits” tax is going
to be passed through to the consumer In
lower living standards, Budget Committee
chairman Muskie was on the Senate floor
pressing to increase the tax.

The challenge of the 1980s, said Sen.
Muskie, is to develop more ways to redis-
tribute the wealth, which is to say, to tax
capital. Besides, we need the money to
balance the budget: “We have mortgaged
our future. Without a more productive wind-
fall profits bill, we just can’t make the pay-
ments."”

Having been the first to note way back
then that the “windfall profits” tax was
Just another revenue measure to pay the
spending bills, we don't fault the Senator for
unabashedly treating it as such. But Sen.
Muskle acknowledged so many “hard reali-
ties” about the perilous state of the budget
in the absence of an even higher tax that he
left many of his colleagues wondering about
the budget process.

Senator Long noted that the Congress, by
its own count, was staring in the face $446
billion in unanticipated revenues from the
windfall profit and income taxes on the oil
industry. Yet, Senator Long continued, the
Budget Committee chairman was standing
there saying that “all is lost, we are gone,
because the $446 billion that we were not
counting on will not be enough.”

“All I can say,” sald Mr. Long, "is that
those on the spending end have some very
ambitious plans indeed. They had not an-
ticipated the $446 billlon and we had not
anticipated their imagination in spending it.
All 1 can say is that it just proves what I
have sald—it is beyond the capability of
those on the Finance Committee to recom-
mend tax increases as fast as somebody on
some other committee can think of some way
to spend them."” The spending proclivities of
the Congress, concluded Sen. Long, are suffi-
clent to guarantee a budget deficit no matter
how many taxes are laid on—or how few.

The problem is that the spenders are run-
ning out of things to tax and are resorting
now to spending the seed corn by directly
taxing capital itself, in addition to the in-
come from capital. Of course, Senator Mus-
kle's budget economists are telling him that
he can spend our way to prosperity if he
will just try hard enough. It is this atavistic
policy advice, and not profitable oil com-
panies, that is the real threat to the economy.

Just as grass-roots pressure and intellec-
tual arguments for controlling spending and
lowering taxes were beginning to take hold,
along came a manufactured “energy crisis.”
The big spenders seized thefr opportunity
and laid the groundwork for a big new tax
by stirring up the public against the oil
companies with the crudest kind of dema-
gogy. Now they have their tax, and the
spenders are off the hook for a while longer.
Even with the tax, says Senator Muskie, given
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the Congress's llkely spending plans the
budget will continue in deficit until 1988.
The economy has lost another round.

Oh well, gorged on demagogy perhaps the
country needs the catharsis of venting its
emotions on the oil industry—just as long as
everybody knows that there's no such thing
as a free catharsis.

[From the Washington Post, Dec. 3, 1979]

O MiNing May Increase U.S. SuprLy

DRAMATICALLY

(By J. P. Smith)

Back in the 1920s, a Union Oil geologist
told his company he was onto a major oll
discovery in central California. Impressed,
Union drilled a string of wells and hit—
black goo.

The geologist was fired.

Today that black goo is known as heavy
crude and—thanks to some new develop-
ments in extraction technology—several oll
companies are betting a lot of money that
they can get it out of the ground and sell
it at a tidy profit.

Getty Oll, for one, is opening a $21 million
operation outside Bakersfield, Calif., not
far from the Union find, to tap a reservoir
Getty belleves contains 400 million barrels
of crude. Other companles are contemplat-
ing similar efforts in New Mexico, Utah and
other oil-producing states.

In fact, Shell Oil's $3.6 billion purchase
of California’s Belridge Oil Co. earlier this
year may have been predicated on Shell's
ability to squeeze a lot more out of Bel-
ridge’s holdings than could be obtained
through conventional drilling.

The key to all this is oil mining, a term
that encompasses several processes. In one,
the oll-bearing rock is simply mined out of
the ground and the crude “cooked” out of
it. In others, huge pits are dug down to the
oil formation and chemicals applied to
loosen the oill. In still others, shafts are
drilled underneath the reservoir and holes
cut upward so the oil drips out, like sap
from a maple tree.

These processes are attractive because they
are applicable not only to heavy crude, but
also to tar sands, a hydrocarbon-bearing soil
called diatomite, and, perhaps most impor-
tantly, to oll flelds of lighter crude where
conventional wells have run dry.

Studies for the Interior Department’s
Bureau of Mines conclude that oll mining
could Increase Amerlca’s economically ex-
ploitable ofl reserves tenfold, adding hun-
dreds of billions of barrels to the nation's
current 30 billion barrels of proven reserves.

John Hutchins of Energy Development
Consultants, who worked on one of the
studies, says: “It's quicker and probably a
lot cheaper than oil shale and coal liquefac-
tion. The only thing left is just golng out and
trying it.” And that is what Getty and the
others are doing.

The idea of mining for oil is not new. A
1932 Bureau of Mines study by George BS.
Rice concluded, “Where conditions are fa-
vorable, mining methods in depleted ollfields
may bring large financial returns and recover
oil that might otherwise be lost."

But until recently an important factor has
been lacking: price.

In the development of any mineral re-
source, the first question that must be an-
swered is whether the deposit is “economic”—
that is, can the mineral be mined and
processed and sold for a profit at the pre-
vailing price?

Oil is no different, and when crude was
selling for $2 to 83 a barrel, only the cheap-
est extraction process could be employed
profitably.

Now all that has changed.

Bureau of Mines consultants say that sur-
face-mined oil can be produced at a cost
ranging from $12 to $21 a barrel, and that
the cost for oll from underground mining
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operations ranges from as little as $10 a bar-
rel to $60 a barrel.

World oil prices have risen more than
70 percent this year. The Organization of
Petroleum Exporting Counfries is charging
“officlal” prices averaging $22 a barrel, and
also sells much of its oil on a one-time, or
spot, basis at prices of up to $40 a barrel.

Richard Dick of the Bureau of Mines’
Twin Cities Research Center in Minneapolis
says: “A couple of million barrels a day of
production from oil mining is possible, by
1990, no doubt about it.”

Dick oversaw the studies prepared by Gold-
er Associates and Energy Development Con-
sultants and released to the public earlier
this year.

“Under today's economics, many of the oll
deposits in this country can be mined eco-
nomically,” he adds.

Sheldon Wimpfen, the bureau’s chief
mining engineer, also is optimistic.

“From a mining standpoint, all of this is
proven technology in use worldwide,” Wimp-
fen says.

Wimpfen became interested in oll mining
years ago when he noticed that mining en-
gineers continued to make advances in ore
recovery processes, but that oilmen still left
40 percent to 60 percent of the oil they dis-
covered In the ground, even with so-called
“enhanced oil recovery” operations.

“We have some mineral operations that
typically recover up to 90 percent of the
ore, but the oil boys have settled for a lot
less,” Wimpfen continues.

In the last century, more than 450 billion
barrels of oil have been discovered in the
United States. But just 115 billion barrels
have been produced. Current conventional
production technology will allow the oil com-
panies to produce about another 30 billion
barrels, leaving some 305 billion barrels out
of reach.

Another 26 billion barrels of oil are locked
in Utah’s tar sands, and billlons more else-
where. Then there are an estimated 30 bil-
lion barrels of “heavy” viscous oil in Cali-
fornia, and billions more in shallow diatomite
formations.

The one million to two million barrels a
day of new production from oil mining that
supporters say ls possible, 1s equivalent to
President Carters’' most optimistic forecast
of production from synthetic fuels by 1990.

Not everyone familiar with the oll mining
concept is quick to embrace it, however, or
agrees with the Bureau of Mines studies.

Lee Marchant of the Energy Department’s
Laramie Energy Research Center is one of
the skeptics, He says the optimistic conclu-
sions of the Golder Assoclates and Energy
Development Consultants studies “have to
be considered speculative.” Further, Mar-
chant says, the firms have a “vested Interest”
in generating more studies through their
encouraging reports.

Until an oll or mining company actually
mines oil on a commercial scale, Marchant
says, it will be too soon to accept unequivo-
cally the bureau's economic analysis.

As for the priority the Department of En-
ergy assigns to oil mining, Marchant says:

“We don't see spending a large portion of
our money on this technology. . . . We feel
mining is only applicable to a small percent-
age of our total resource.”

Conoco, & major oll company that has tried
underground oll mining methods on a lim-
ited basis on its Lakota field near Casper,
Wyo., is skeptical.

“If reservoir conditions are favorable, we
might try this again,” says Aurelio Madrazo,
Conoco’s head of North Ameican production.

Conoco has been operating a 50-barrel-a-
day underground mining plant for the last
three years, draining oil into a 2,000-foot-
long horizontal shaft, 180 feet underground,
beneath a shallow oil field.

“It’'s not something we see as solving the
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energy crisls,” Madrazo says. “It is still a
very small contribution.”

Getty Oil Co., however, s moving ahead
with its $21 milllon pilot plant at its Mc-
Kittrick field outside Bakersfield.

Construction will begin early next year,
Getty spokesman George Schwarz says, and
the company expects to be producing 20,000
barrels a day by the late 1980's.

The McKittrick operation, If it works, is
an illustration of oil mining's potential. Dis-
covered In 1896, the McKittrick field pro-
duced 15,900 barrels a day at its peak. But
by June of this year, production had dropped
to 6,000 barrels a day.

Schwarz says Getty is confident that the
company will be able to extract nearly 400
million barrels before the field is mined
out—Ilargely through digging and processing
hydrocarbon-rich diatomite overlylng the
field. The 400 million barrels Getty hopes to
get amount to nearly twice the total pro-
duction from the field during the 80 years it
has been worked.

Most of the oll-soaked diatomite laced
through and around the McKittrick fleld
easily can be surface-mined. A few miles
away, another company has a surface min-
ing operation to extract diatomite that is
free of oil, for use as cat litter.

Getty's pilot plant will produce 150 bar-
rels of oil daily, from 240 tons of surface-
mined ore processed at one of two facilities.

The purpose of the test is to determine
which of the two methods of separating the
ofl from the ore is the most profitable. One
method will employ a variation of a process
devised by the Germans to convert coal to
oil. The other will use a solvent from Dravo,
a company that is experienced in extracting
vezetable oll from soybeans.

“With conventional methods you can't get
the oil out, but mining should work,”
Schwarz says.

Similar plans are under way Iin Utah to
mine and process billions of barrels of oil
locked In tar sands deposits.

Dr. Francis Hansen, of the University of
Utah, says that maybe 25 percent of the
state’s tar sands can be surface-mined. While
no major oil company has announced plans
to go ahead, several are exploring it, Hansen
says.

Hansen and other researchers belleve it is
feasible to construct units that could pro-
duce from 50,000 to 150,000 barrels a day by
mining the tar sands. They belleve the proc-
ess could yleld quality oll that could be sold
profitably at $25 a barrel.

“I'm bullish on oil mining,” Hansen says,
adding, “It is only a year or two away.”

The nation's largest gasoline retaller, Shell
0Oil Co., according to ofl Industry executives,
also has plans for mining-style operations to
recover billions of barrels of oll in the 33,000
acres of Kern County, Calif., fields it bought
from Belridge Oil Co.

“There is a widespread bellef that Shell
has the capability to squeeze oil out of those
formations,” says Bruce Wilson, an energy
analyst with the brokerage firm of Smith,
Barney, Harris, Upham Co. Inc.

“If you have a process with a higher recov-
ery rate, then you have a larger exploitable
resource base,” Wilson points out.

This could explain why Shell’'s purchase
of Belridge—the largest merger in U.S. his-
tory—called for paying almost $9 a barrel
for the little-known California producer’s
known reserves, compared with the $6 a bar-
rel that industry analysts normally figure in
transactions of this type.

Yet another oil mining project is taking
shape near Santa Rosa, N. Mex. There, James
Young, president of American Mining and
Exploration Co., has obtained the rights to
11,000 acres of tar sands deposits.

Young says his plan to establish a $25
million oil mining operation at the site is
“strictly a private venture, not requiring
state or federal money."”
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Young anticipates the tar sands should
yield some 250 million barrels of oil that will
be mined and processed with solvents. He
expects a recovery factor of “about 85 per-
cent.” '

He is confident that his oil mining project
will prove competitive with oil selling for
$18 a barrel, once his plant is in operation.

“It sounds simple, and it is,"” Young insists.
“We're combining oil technology with min-
ing technology. When you stand in the
quarry and see a face of rock 30 feet high,
with oil bleeding out in the summer sun,
you can't deny that there is oll in that rock.”

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BrapLEY). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I have a
question for the Chairman concerning
one important yet unclear aspect of
the rules that would apply when
determining which property will qualify
as a high water-cut or stripper prop-
erty. Specifically, I am interested in
clarifying the term “maximum feasible
rate.” to qualify as a high water-cut or
stripper property, the committee bill re-
quires that the property must be operated
at the maximum feasible rate of produc-
tion that is consistent with recognized
conservation principles. The committee
report indicates that the “maximum
feasible rate” is essentially equivalent to
the “maximum efficient rate of produc-
tion.” Could the chairman explain the
connection between the maximum feasi-
ble rate and the maximum efficient rate
of production?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am happy
to respond to the question from the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma. The committee bill
requires that to qualify for either stripper
or high water-cut status, production
must be maintained at the maximum
feasible rate of production. By the use of
this term, the committee does not intend
that production will always have to be
maintained at the maximum efficient rate
of production. The maximum efficient
rate of production is a term that has been
interpreted by various regulatory agen-
cies to mean the highest rate of produc-
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tion that can be sustained without dam-
age to the reservoir and which if exceeded
would lead to avoidable waste through
loss of ultimate oil recovery. Thus, the
maximum efficient rate of production is
a regulatory term presently used to
describe the upper limit of production
which should be allowed consistent with
sound conservation practices. Thus, in
situations where the production from
wells is limited by a regulatory body
through an allowable or by the producer
to the maximum efficient rate, the term
maximum feasible rate would be simi-
larly limited.

However, in other situations, it is not
possible for wells to be maintained at the
maximum efficient rate of production
since this rate exceeds the capability of
the wells to produce.

In such cases, the maximum feasible
rate of production will be the actual rate
of production provided that the wells
have not been curtailed significantly. Of
course, as in all tax situations, the bur-
den of establishing qualification remains
on the taxpayer.

There are numerous examples, some of
which are contained in DOE Ruling
1975-12, of when the actual rate is the
maximum feasible rate. DOE explained
in that ruling that with some wells for
which the rate of flow into the area of the
well-bore is low, it is common and ac-
ceptable operating practice to allow the
crude oil in the reservoir to accumulate
in the area of the well-bore for several
days before it is pumped. Though the
well is not pumping, it will be considered
to be in operation at its maximum feas-
ible rate and no adjustment to the cal-
culation of the average daily production
is necessary.

Mr. BOREN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I think that clarifies
the matter accurately.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Boren). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

BUDGET DEMANDS FOR THE 1980'S: CRITIQUE

AND REBUTTAL

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, on Tues-

day, I made a statement on the Senate

BUDGET DEMANDS FOR THE 1980'S
[in billions of dollars; fiscal years]

1981 1982 1983 1984
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floor which appears in the Recorp at
pages 33588 to 33599 for November 27.
In my remarks I attempted to set the
present debate on the windfall profit
tax in the context of the budget de-
mands for the 1980’s. After that state-
ment and the colloquies which followed
it, a number of Sentors commented on
various aspects of that statement. I be-
lieve the following is a valid summary
of their critiques:

Senator Domenict challenged the idea
that windfall profit tax revenues should
be used to help balance the budget. He
argued that they should be given back
entirely in tax cuts. He also questioned
how budget prospects would look if we
had not had control and therefore had
no windfall profits to tax.

Senator Lonc cited, as a major con-
tribution to meeting budget demands,
the large increase in current law reve-
nues that is alleged to come from oil
companies under decontrol. He also em-
phasized the need to cut outlays to bal-
ance the budget while pointing to the
potential difficulty of doing so.

Senator HarcH pointed to the signif-
icant effective tax increases from social
security taxes and the effects of the in-
flation that are occurring and are ex-
pected to occur in the next few years. He
argued that tax reduction is necessary
to increase economic growth. Through
this route, he argued that a balanced
budget could be achieved.

Senator McCLURE argued that balane-
ing the budget must be done by reduc-
ing the size of Government not by raising
windfall profit tax revenues to finance
growth in Government.

Unfortunately, I was unable to be
present to discuss these points at that
time. So I would like to make the follow-
ing responses now:

First, a number of these comments
seem to proceed on the assumption that
the revenues projected for the 1980's are
somehow adequate—enough to finance
the programs already called for by
congressional action and to keep up with
inflation—without any windfall profit
tax.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp at this
point the table I used in my earlier pres-
entation.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REcoORD, as
follows:

Qutlays:
ket aWs o = L o o CRET
Current policy....

Revenues

Current law...._... e A
Current policy._.________.______

612 720 775
629 688 749 803
610 722 785

—2 +4 +2 +10 5
—19 —27 —18 =

888 938 992
925 980 1,036
907 1,047

+19
-18

1,105
1,139

+24
—18

55 +83
In +3

Note: Current policy and current law outlays have been adjusted to include the congressional Committee's bill for the windfall profit taxs. Detail may not add to total due to rounding.

commitments to real growth in defense, 1980 energy legislation, House-passed welfare reform

nd catastrophic health insurance (Finance Committee). Revenues include those from the Finance

Source: Senate Budget Committes.
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Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, this table
shows that both windfall profit tax rev-

enues and budgetary restraint will be re-,

quired in the decade ahead. Let me re-
mind the Senate, Mr. President, that
the congressional budget adopted just a
few weeks ago—a budget which assumes
substantial restraint on spending by the
Congress in order to achieve small budget
margins in fiscal year 1981 and fiscal
year 1982—also assumed windfall profit
tax revenues. Indeed, it assumed even
greater windfall revenues than in the fi-
nance reported bill, despite the fact that
the Budget Committee wished to leave
ample room for a free and full debate on
this important issue.

Next, let me note that the tax cuts in-
cluded in the projections for the 1980’s
are significantly larger than the windfall

profit tax revenues. It is no one’s objec--

tive to raise windfall profit tax revenues
in order to lock them up or use them only
to finance added outlays. Rather, I sug-
gested that windfall profit tax revenues
can help to meet the Nunn-Chiles-Bell-
mon objective of substantial tax cuts
and balanced budgets.

In addition, it should be noted that if
we had not had the recent OPEC oil price
increases—and all of their consequences
including decontrol—we would have
lower inflation and a stronger economy
now and for the next year or so. And we
would have no need for the additional
spending for energy initiatives and low-
income fuel assistance that were built
into our projections, with lower inflation
and no need for for the energy initiatives
outlays would be lower—$5 billion, to $15
billion later in the decade, less for in-
dexed programs and $3 to $6 billion less
for energy-related spending. Yes, lower
inflation also means lower revenues. But
this revenue effect must take into ac-
count the fact that OPEC price increases
do not provide tax revenues from the oil
bill paid to OPEC. When we allow for
that, we find that it would be slightly
easier to balance the budget without
OPEC price increases and decontrol—
easier by perhaps $1 or $2 billion per
year.

Third, the assertions about higher cur-
rent law revenues from decontrol must
be challenged. It is easy to point to the
higher current law revenues to be ob-
tained from the oil companies under de-
control. But there are other considera-
tions: Higher OPEC prices are initially
a drain on the economy. While the oil
companies have higher taxable profits
other firms have less. And consumers
have less real earnings to spend. If in-
flation is to come down, higher oil prices
must be offset by lower prices and wages
elsewhere in the economy. Thus, higher
taxes from oil companies will be offset by
lower taxes from the rest of the ecenomy.
Of course, we can hope to have higher
real growth and tax revenues as we ex-
pand domestic energy production but
that is the only genuine lasting source
of revenue gains.

To those who would say that tax cuts
are necessary to spur economic growth,
it should be said again that the budget
projections for the 1980’'s include large
tax cuts. But tax cuts do not help to bal-
ance the budget, by themselves, even
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after allowing for the growth they in-
duce.

Finally, in regard to holding down
spending, I would like to note that Sen-
ator Lowne’s concern with cutting spend-
ing is welcome; his recognition of the
political difficulty of doing so is shared.

And to those who say that we must
curb the growth of Government in order
to balance the budget, I would like to say
two things: The projections for the
1980's were indeed intended as a chal-
lenge to use the windfall profit tax to re-
cycle oil company revenues—to reim-
burse the consumers who pay the higher
prices through tax cuts and public serv-
ices. But the projections were also in-
tended as a challenge to the Congress to
weigh priorities carefully and to control
spending diligently.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
& quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that there be
a brief period for the transaction of
routine morning business, for not to ex-
ceed 30 minutes, and that Senators may
speak therein up to 5 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Chirdon, one of his secre-
taries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presid-
ing Officer laid before the Senate
messages from the President of the
United States submitting sundry nomi-
nations, which were referred to the ap-
propriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS

A message from the President of the
United States reported that on Novem-
ber 30, 1979, he had approved and signed
the following acts:

8. 411. An act to amend the Natural Gas
Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 to provide for
the safe operation of pipelines transporting
natural gas and liquefled petroleum gas, to
provide standards with respect to the siting,
construction, and operation of liquefied nat-
ural gas faclilities, and for other purposes;

8. 1157. An act to authorize appropriations
for the purpose of carrying out the activities
of the Department of Justice for fiscal year
1980, and for other purposes; and

S. 1871. An act to amend the Energy Policy

December 3, 1979

and Conservation Act to extend certaln au-
thorities relating to the international energy
program, and for other purposes,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

At 4:05 p.m., a message from the House
of Representatives delivered by Mr.
Gregory, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed the
following enrolled bills:

5. 239. An act to authorize appropriations
for programs under the Domestic Volunteer
Service Act of 1973, to amend such Act to
facilitate the improvement of programs car-
ried out thereunder, and for other purposes;

S. 497. An act to extend for three fiscal
years the authorizations of appropriations
under section 789 and title XII of the Public
Health Service Act relating to emergency
medical services, to revise and improve the
authorities for assistance under such title
XII, to increase the authorizations of appro-
priations and revise and improve the author-
ities for assistance under part B of title XI
of such Act for sudden infant death syn-
drome counseling and information projects,
and for other purposes;

H.R. 3407. An act to waive the time limita-
tion on the award of certain military decora-
tions to members of the Intelligence and Re-
connaissance Platoon of the 394th Infantry
Regiment, 99th Infantry Division, for acts of
valor performed during the Battle of the
Bulge; and

H.R. 5871. An act to authorize the appor-
tionment of funds for the Interstate System,
to amend section 103 (e) (4) of title 23, United
States Code, and for other purposes.,

The enrolled bills were subsequently
signed by the President pro tempore (Mr.
(MAGNUSON) .

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, December 3, 1979, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills:

5. 239. An act to authorize appropriations
for programs under the Domestic Volunteer
Service Act of 1973, to amend such Act to
facilitate the improvement of programs car-
ried out thereunder, and for other purposes;
and

5. 407. An act to extend for three fiscal
years the authorizations of appropriations
under section 789 and title XII of the Publlc
Health Service Act relating to emergency
medical services, to revise and Improve the
authorities for assistance under such title
XII, to increase the authorizations of appro-
priations and revise and improve the author-
ities for assistance under part B of title XI
of such Act for sudden infant death syn-
drome counseling and information projects,
and for other purposes.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with ac-
companying papers, reports, gnd docu-
ments, which were referred as indicated:

EC-2557. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration, transmitting. pursu-
ant to law, a report on the positions estab-
lished in the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration as of September 30, 1979; to
the Committee on Commerce, Sclence, and
Transportation.
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EC-2558. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on the decision on a
west-to-east crude oil transportation system;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources.

EC-2559. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
opinion and order on rehearing modifying
licenses and stay, determinating net invest-
ment and severance damages, and other-
wise denying rehearing in certain dockets
before the Commission; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-2560. A communication from the Al-
ternate to the Chairman of the United States
Water Resources Councll, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend the
Inland Waterway Authorization Act of 1878
(P.L. 95-502; 92 Stat. 1603); to the Commit-
tee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-2561. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Adminis-
tration, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
proposed prospectus for alterations at the
U.S. Postal Service Terminal Annex, Dallas,
Texas; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC-2562. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Adminis-
tration, transmitting, pursuant to law, a pro-
posed prospectus for alterations at the Lake-
wood, Colorado, Building 25, Denver Federal
Center; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC-2563. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Adminis-
tration, transmitting, pursuant to law, a pro-
posed prospectus for alterations at the Lake-
wood, Colorado, Building 67, Denver Federal
Center; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC-2564. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Adminis-
tration, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
proposed prospectus for alterations at the
Justice Willlam O. Douglas Federal Build-
ing, U.S. Courthouse, 3rd and Chestnut
Streets, Yakima, Washington; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-2565. A communication from the As-
sistant Legal Advisor for Treaty Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on international agreements,
other than treaties, entered into by the
United States in the sixty day perlod prior
to November 28, 1979; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

EC-2566. A communication from the Spe-
cial Assistant to the President for Adminis-
tration, transmitting, pursuant to law, an
aggregate report on personnel employed in
the White House Office, the Execitlve Resi-
dence at the White House, the Office of the
Vice President, the Domestic Policy Staff, and
the Office of Administration for fiscal year
1979; to the Committee on Governmental
Affairs.

EC-2567. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary of Defense (Admin-
istration), transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on a proposed new system of records
for the Defense Mapping Agency, for imple-
menting the Privacy Act; to the Committee
on Governmental Affairs.

EC-2568. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary of Defense (Admin-
istration), transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on a proposed new system of records
for the Department of the Army, for impie-
menting the Privacy Act; to the Commlttee
on Governmental Affairs.

EC-2569. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary of Defense (Admin-
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istration), transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on a proposed new systemn of records
for the Department of the Army, for imple-
menting the Privacy Act; to the Commuittee
on Governmental Aflairs.

EC-2570. A communication from the Chief
of the Procurement and Property Branch,
Administrative Services Division, Commu-
nity Services Administration, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report on the disposal of
foreign excess property for fiscal year 1979; to
the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

HOUSE BILL PLACED ON CALENDAR

Pursuant to section 402(b) (2) of the
Congressional Budget Act, the Commit-
tee on Appropriations was discharged
from the further consideration of H.R.
1543, an act to improve the operations of
the adjustment assistance programs for
workers and firms under the Trade Act of
1974, and the bill was placed on the cal-
endar.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first and
second time by unanimous consent, and
referred as indicated:

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, Mr.
THURMOND, Mr. TALMADGE, MTr.
NUNN, Mr. MorGaN, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. HEerLIN, Mr. HARRY
F. Byrp, Jr., Mr. Forp, Mrs. EKas-
SEBAUM, Mr. STONE, Mr. HAaTcH, Mr,
CHILES, Mr. Javirs, Mr. STEWART,
Mr. PrESsLER, Mr. WaLrop, and Mr,
BRADLEY) :

8.J. Res. 122. Joint resolution proclaiming
the week of December 3 through December
9, 1979, as “Scouting Recognition Week"; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

STATEMENTS

ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself,
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. TALMADGE,
Mr. Nuwwn, Mr. MORGAN, Mr.
BAKER, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. HEFLIN,
Mr. Harry F. Byrp, JRr., Mr.
Forp, Mrs. Kassesaum, MTr.
STONE, Mr. HaTcH, Mr. CHILES,
Mr. Javits, Mr. STEWART, MTr.
PrESSLER, Mr. WaALLOP, and Mr.
BRADLEY) :

S.J. Res. 122. Joint resolution pro-
claiming the week of December 3 through
December 9, 1979, as “Scouting Recogni-
tion Week”; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

SCOUTING RECOGNITION WEEK

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, T am
introducing a joint resolution calling at-
tention to “Scouting Recognition Week”
on behalf of myself, Mr. THURMOND, Mr.
TALMADGE, Mr. NUNN, Mr. MORGAN, MTr.
BAKER, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr.
Harry F. BYRD, Jr., Mr. Forp, Mrs. Kas-
SEBAUM, Mr. STONE, Mr. HartcH, Mr.
CHILES, Mr. JaviTs, Mr. STEWART, and Mr.
PresspLeEr. I should be glad to add Mr.
WaLLop and Mr. BRADLEY.

Mr. WALL.OP. By all means.
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ﬁ\.lfr. BRADLEY. I hope the Senator
will.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Senators.

Mr. President, one of the fondest mem-
ories I have from my childhood is my
membership in the Boy Scouts of Amer-
ica. There is hardly anyone who is not
familiar with the outstanding work of
this organization and the many con-
tributions that scouting has provided in
leadership training and other areas for
the young men and women of our Na-
tion. Without recounting this organiza-
tion's long list of achievements, I will
only say that the contribution has been
very significant and we are all greatly
indebted for it.

Today, I am pleased to introduce a
joint resolution to honor scouting by
designating the week of December 3-9,
1979 as “Scouting Recognition Week.”
This period is appropriate, since it co-
incides with the 55th annual calendar
week of the Boy Scouts. Scouting is a
time-honored tradition in the United
States and a very worthwhile endeavor
to the many boys and girls who par-
ticipate. Scouting has made many con-
tributions to the social fabric of Amer-
ica. I urge the Senate to join with me
and my colleagues cosponsoring this res-
olution in calling attention to “Scouting
Recognition Week™ and in doing so pro-
moting the scouting movement in Amer-
ica.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from New Jersey and
the distinguished Senator from Wyo-
ming. :

Mr. WALLOP. I take it the Senator
did add our names as cosponsors.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the names of
the Senators from Wyoming and New
Jersey, Mr. WaLLop and Mr. BRADLEY, be
added as cosponsors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL-COSPONSORS
S. 1862

At the request of Mr. McCLurg, the
Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON)
and the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
Exon) were added as cosponsors of S.
1862, a bill to improve the administra-
tion of Federal firearms laws, and for
other purposes.

SENATE RESOLUTION 298—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION INCOR-
PORATING CERTAIN STUDIES IN-
TO GEORGES BANK OIL LEASE
OPERATIONS

Mr. WEICKER submitted the follow-
ing resolution, which was referred to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources:

5. Res. 298

Whereas, a 20,000 square mile portion of

the continental shelf known as Georges
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Bank is one of the world's richest fishing
grounds;

Whereas, the fisheries of Georges Bank
provide 17 percent of all fish caught, sold,
and consumed in the United States and have
supported a continuous fishing industry for
over 350 years;

Whereas, the Secretary of the Interior,
kereinafter referred to as the Secretary, has
scheduled Lease Sale No. 42, offering 116
tracts on Georges Bank for ofl and gas de-
velopment on December 18, 1979;

Whereas, the Ixtox No. 1 well blowout
and oil spill in the Mexican Bay of Cam-
peche indicates that oil development on the
continental shelf must be undertaken cau-
tiously with stringent safeguards for the
environment;

Whereas, it is recognized that there is a
need to broaden the scope of the National
Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (40 CFR 1510), herein-
after referrred to as the Flan, and the pro-
posed revisions to the Plan have yet to be
promulgated;

Whereas, the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts specifically petitioned the Council on
Environmental Quality to revise the Plan;

Whereas, in compliance with report re-
quirements of the Plan, the Coast Guard is
preparing an interim report on the Ixtoc No.
1 spill for the period June 3, 1979 to Novem-
ber 1, 1979;

Whereas, during the floor debate on the
fiscal year 1980 Department of Transporta-
tion Appropriations bill, HR. 4440, the Sen-
ate requested the Department, with the as-
sistance of the Coast Guard, to report to the
Congress within 90 days the progress on im-
plementation of the Coast Guard recom-
mendations contained in “A Plan for Im-
plementing Presidential Initiatives Concern-
ing Oil Pollution Response";

Whereas, the purpose of the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf Lands Act Amendments of
1978 (PL 95-372) hereinafter referred to as
the “Act"” is to “. . . minimize or eliminate,
conflicts between the exploration, develop-
ment, and production of oil and natural gas,
and the recovery of other resources such as
fish and shellfish;"”

Whereas, evaluation and assessment of
factors surrounding the Campeche spill
impact Sec, 208, 21(b) of the Act which re-
quires . . . on all new drilling and produc-
tion operations and, wherever practicable, on
existing operations, the use of the best
available and safest technologies . .
wherever failure of equipment would have a
significant effect on safety, health, or the en-
vironment. , . ."”

Be it resolved, therefore, that:

By January 30, 1980, the Congress is in
receipt of the Coast Guard's interim report
on the Ixtoc No. 1 blowout and spill;

By March 31, 1980, the Secretary of the
Interior delivers the above report as well as
that report requested by the Senate during
debate of H.R. 4440 to all lessees of Sale No.
42 as well as other federal, state and local
governments or agencies and industries in-
volved in procedures leading up to the sale;
and

The Secretary of the Interior, in keeping
with requirements of the Act ensure that the
Department and lessees incorporate results
of these reports and the revised National
Oll and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Flan into their operations.

® Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, on
December 18, 1979, the Secretary of the
Interior has scheduled lease sale No. 42
offering 116 tracts, comprising over
700,000 acres of the Georges Bank for oil
exploration and development. Georges
Bank is one of the world’s richest fishing
areas and supplies this country with 17
percent of its seafood.
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Georges Bank lies off the coast of New
England and is washed by a system of
strong currents and generally heavy
seas. Its abundant marine life enlarges
its susceptibility to pollutants. Our un-
derstanding of how the physical and
biological components of the Bank's eco-
system and its response to human in-
duced stress is minimal.

On November 1, 1979, I addressed the
floor concerning the Mexican oil spill in
the Bay of Campeche. I expressed con-
cern then over the impact that spill
would have on the marine ecosystem as
well as the ability of the Coast Guard
and the rest of the Federal Government
to deal effectively with future oil spills
in the Gulf and elsewhere.

My concern persisted, and on Novem-
ber 28, 1979, I offered an amendment to
the windfall profit bill to provide funds
to the national response team to improve
their capability to deal with spills in un-
protected waters. We do not need a Cam-
peche experience in Georges Bank.

Events of the past few weeks in the
Middle East make clear this Nation
needs to reduce it dependence on foregin
oil. The search for new sources focuses on
the Outer Continental Shelf.

Certainly we need feed and fuel and I
believe it is possible to develop our Con-
tinental Shelf oil resources in an en-
vironmentally compatible manner, par-
ticularly if Government and industry
apply to future operations the experience
of the past.

Mr. President, it is in this spirit that
I propose this resolution before you as a
clear message to the Secretary of the
Interior that the Senate wants lessons
learned at the Campeche Bay oil spill
incorporated into OCS lease No. 42 ac-
tivities and all subsequent OCS leases.
I believe this to be possible if:

By March 31, 1980, the Secretary of
the Interior delivers the above report as
well as that report requested by the Sen-
ate during debate of HR. 4440 to all
lessees of sale No. 42 as well as other
Federal, State, and local governments or
agencies and industries involved in pro-
cedures leading up to the sale; and

The Secretary of the Interior, in keep-
ing with requirements of the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf Lands Act Amendments
of 1978 (Public Law 95-372) insure that
the Department and lessees incorporate
results of these reports and the revised
national oil and hazardous substances
pollution contingency plan into their
operations.

There is no doubt in my mind that off-
shore oil production should take place.
I am keenly aware of the great need my
native State of Connecticut and New
England in general has for new energy
development. With the proper safe-
guards on Georges Bank, exploration
and production should go ahead. This
Nation faces difficult times. It must face
many conflicts between energy develop-
ment, food, air, and water.

This resolution before you does not
call for stoppage of the lease sale on
Georges Bank nor elsewhere. Rather, it
is an attempt to insure that past experi-
ence and new knowledge is applied to fu-
ture OCS petroleum production for the
benefit of all.®
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR
PRINTING

DISABILITY INSURANCE AMEND-
MENTS OF 1979—H.R. 3236

AMENDMENT NO. 731

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. PERCY (for himself, Mr. CraN-
STON, Mr. ARMSTRONG, Mr. BURDICK, MTr.
Harry F. BYRDp, JrR., Mr. CANNON, Mr.
Forp, Mr. GArN, Mr. HatrcH, Mr. HaTr-
FIELD, Mr. HAvyaxawa, Mr. HoLLIinNgs, Mr,
HuppLESTON, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. LAXALT,
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. NUNN, Mr. RanN-
DOoLPH, Mr. RoTrH, Mr. SCHWEIKER, MTr.
THURMOND, Mr. YoUnG, and Mr. ZORIN-
SKY) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by them, jointly, to H.R.
3236, an act to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to provide better
work incentives and improved account-
ability in the disability insurance pro-
gram, and for other purposes.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

PARKS, RECREATION, AND RENEWABLE RESOURCES
SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Parks, Recreation, and Renewable Re-
sources Subcommittee of the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources be au-
thorized to meet during the session of
the Senate today beginning at 2 p.m. to
hold a hearing on the Montana wilder-
ness—Rattlesnake Roadless Area in
Montana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROCUREMENT POLICY AND REPROGRAMING

SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-,
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Procurement Policy and Reprograming
Subcommittee of the Committee on
Armed Services be deemed to have been
authorized retroactively to meet during
the session of the Senate on Friday,
November 30, 1979, to hold a hearing on
the civil reserve air fleet.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Foreign Relations be
deemed to have been authorized retroac-
tively to meet during the session of the
Senate on Friday, November 30, 1979,
to hold an executive session on Iran.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Levin). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FRIVATE PENSION PLANS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Subcommittee on Private Pension Plans
of the Committee on Finance be author-
ized to meet during the sessions of the
Senate on Tuesday and Wednesday,
December 4 and 5, 1979, to hold hearings
on various pension bills.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.




December 3, 1979
ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

COURT OF APPEALS DECISION IN
TREATY TERMINATION CASE

® Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
rise to briefly address the decision an-
nounced by the court of appeals on Fri-
day reversing the earlier ruling by dis-
trict court Judge Gasch.

I think it is important to note that the
broad point reached by the court, rela-
tive to Presidential authority, is sup-
ported by only four members of the 10
judge court. There are 10 members of the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia. Two of those judges removed
themselves from any deliberation in the
case. One other judge died before the de-
cision was made. Only four of the seven
remaining judges supported the idea of
Presidential power to terminate treaties.

Next, I must comment that the four
judge, majority opinion is a very weak
one, which indicates that the court
charged ahead with the single-minded
determination to uphold the President
based on political expediency.

In effect, the court says that the Presi-
dent found it politically expedient to de-
recognize Taiwan and there is nothing
else that matters.

Well, Mr. President, I say that the
Constitution matters.

I say the opinion by the court of ap-
peals is in violent conflict with the views
of the Founding Fathers.

It is in sharp disagreement with the
predominant weight of historical prece-
dents.

It even is in conflict with the clear lég-
islative history of the Mutual Defense
Treaty with Taiwan itself, which proves
that legislative concurrence is necessary
for its termination.

But, the most important thing, Mr.
President, is that the four judge opinion
supports rule by decree, not rule by law.
It support rule by an emperor, not Gov-
ernment by a system of divided and
checked powers.

The court of appeals uses the general
language of article II, section one, of the
Constitution, as a basis for finding the
existence of a broad power of the Presi-
dent to abrogate treaties generally. This
provision states:

The executive power shall be vested in a
President of the United States of America.

The court then makes an unprece-
dented act of judicial construction by
transforming the sparse enumeration of
executive powers in article IT into an
absolute power of treaty termination
which the framers unmistakably omitted
from the text.

This kind of judicial acrobatics is
clearly in conflict with the famous deci-
sion of the Supreme Court in Youngs-
town Sheet and Tube Co., which over-
turned President Truman’s effort to seize
the Nation’s steel mills during the Ko-
rean war. Justice Black, writing for the
Court in that case, said that the Presi-
dent’s powers cannot be implied from
section one of article IT or even from the
aggregate of his enumerated powers.

Justice Black said, and I quote:

In the framework of our Constitution, the
President's power to see that the laws are
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falthfully executed refutes the idea that he
is to be a lawmaker. 343 U.S. 587 (1952).

Justice Jackson agreed, writing:

I cannot accept the view that this clause is
a grant in bulk of all conceivable executive
power, but regard it as an allocation to the
Presidential office of the generic powers
thereafter stated. 343 U.S. 641.

Justice Jackson also attacked the no-

tion, adopted in the court of appeals:

opinion, that there is an implied power
in the President based on expediency. He
said that the President's plea is really
“for a power to deal with a crisis or an
emergency according to the necessities of
the case, the unarticulated assumption
being that necessity knows no law.” 343
U.S. 646.

The Taiwan case presents again the
choice between a claim of inherent
powers in the President, unchecked un-
less a specific restraint be found in the
Constitution, and a concept of checks
and balances among the three branches
of Government, which is a general re-
straint upon all powers of the Executive.

Mr, President, there is another aspect
to the case which I should mention and
that is that not one of the seven judges
who decided the case believed that it
should be ducked on the basis of the
political question doctrine. Five of the
seven judges held that I and the other
Members of Congress who initiated the
suit had standing. This itself is a major
victory for the right of individual Mem-
bers of the Senate or House to vindicate
their functions as legislators, and to up-
hold the powers of the Senate or House
as institutions.

Mr. President, I can announce that
my lawyers have already completed the
petition for review of the case by the
Supreme Court; it is at this moment in
the hands of the printer; and by this
afternoon it will be filed with the Su-
preme Court. The Court is meeting this
Friday on the very subject of cases which
it will take on review, and I am hopeful
this will be one of them.®

THE CONCERNS OF ELDERLY
IOWANS

® Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, I would
like to share with my colleagues an ar-
ticle from the November 26 Wall Street
Journal relating how a group of older
Iowans feel about the difficulties and re-
wards of growing older in our society.
The basis of this article was a candid
discussion with 13 residents of Daven-
port, Iowa, ranging from age 56 to 74. It
afforded them an opportunity to reflect
on their lives and the conditions around
them—and it affords us the opportunity
to benefit from their observations.
Inflation understandably ranks as
their foremost concern, as it diminishes
the buying power of their pensions and
retirement benefits, erodes the value of
their savings, and dispells any sense of
financial security. It is dangerously
wrong to assume that retired persons are
protected from the rising cost of infla-
tion simply because social security bene-
fits are indexed to increases in the Con-
sumer Price Index. Many pensions and
other sources of retirement income are
not adjusted for rising prices. And the
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serious inflation of the seventies has been
especially unfair for senior citizens be-
cause the costs of basic necessities—such
as food, fuel and medical care, on which
they spend most of their income—have
risen faster than the overall inflation
rate and their social security benefits.

But this group of Towans did not con-
fine their observations to the problems
and worries associated with growing old-
er today. I was pleased to note that many
of them mentioned several favorable
aspects of retirement. And all expressed
a genuine appreciation for social security
and medicare.

Mr. President, I invite my colleagues
to benefit from this very informative ar-
ticle, and I ask that it be printed in the
RECORD.

The article follows:

INFLATION Is A WORRY, BuT OLDER PEOPLE
FEEL LUCKIER THAN PARENTS
(By Lawrence Rout)

DAVENPORT, JIowa.—For Marion “Bud” Pletz,
a 66-year-old retired service-station owner,
growing old here in Middle America is fraught
with hardships.

“My income is being eaten by inflation,”
says Mr. Pietz whose youthful looks belie the
two heart attacks he has suffered. My dollar
just doesn’t go as far."

Still, Mr. Pietz admits, “I'm enjoying life;
I do all the things I've always wanted to
do.” That's something, he says, “that I never
heard my parents say."

That same mixture of pessimism and op-
timism, of bitterness and gratitude, surfaces
repeatedly here in a free-flowing panel dis-
cussion with a group of older men and
women. Ask them about growing old, and
without exception they rail against the prob-
lems that confront them and millions of
older people all over this country. But ask
them to take a closer and more personal
look at their lives, and the bitterness fades
into memories of their parents’ more-
troubled times.

Arranged for The Wall Street Journal by
Washington pollster William R. Hamilton,
the 215 -hour discussion involves 13 men and
women, ranging in age from 66 to 74. They
talk about health and security, rejection and
death. They reflect on the past, talk can-
didly about the present and peer hesitantly
into the future.

Their views aren't meant to be taken as
a scientific polling. But all 13 people are
growing old in America's’ heartland. They
all come from Davenport, an industrial city
along the Mississippl River. And they all
have a lot to say about growing old in Amer-
ica today, as well as the aging of America
itself.

Listen to Adeline McDermott, a 70-year-
old former Chicago resident, tick off the
troubles plaguing today's elderly: “Health,
more crime, and more immeorality all over
soclety. And the greatest problem—infla-
tion.”

Indeed, most of the complaints among
the elderly do concern soaring prices and
the squeeze this puts on their incomes. Al-
though Social Security payments rise along
with the consumer price index, older people
contend that the things that they spend
most of their money on—health, food, fuel
and shelter—have gone up faster than the
price index, Moreover most corporate pen-
sions don't rise at all with prices.

“UNFAIR" BURDEN

“The inflation problem has reached crisis
proportions,” the American Association of
Retired Persons warns, “and the elderly are

unfairly bearing an excessive share of the
infiation losses.”
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For Viola Felderman, a 68-year-old former
Californian who moved to Davenport eight
years ago, that rings true. “Prices are the big
problem today,” the bespectacled and ever-
smiling Mrs. Felderman says. “I can't get
used to the food prices I pay, and now with
my medical bills, It makes it kind of rough
on us.”

Mrs. Felderman and her husband live on
their monthly Social Security checks, which
total less than $500. It isn't enough, and she
says that they are dipping into their savings
to the tune of about $200 a month. “My sav-
ings are just about gone,” she says, her volce
cracking. *'I don't know what I'm going to do
when it's gone. As it is, I wear the same old
clothes, don't buy anything or do too much."

Mrs. Felderman says that she has tried to
get a part-time job, but “the minute I write
down my age, I'm through. You just can't
get a Job at this age.”

SOME EXTRA INCOME

Murl James, a burly 62-year-cld retired
truck driver, is luckier: He has been able to
pick up some cash fixing house trallers to
supplement the $300 a month he gets from
Social Security and a $400-a-month pension
from his former employer. But, he says, when
he pays his rent of $250 a month, “that in-
come cuts back In a hurry.” As a result, the
shy Mr. James says that he and his wife
“pretty much have a schedule of what we
buy, and we've stopped going to restaurants
altogether."

The six-foot, two-inch 250-pound Mr.
James doesn't worry, however, about one
thing that plagues Pauline Lee, a 65-year-old
retired schoolteacher. That's crime.

Miss Lee, a sad-eyed woman who speaks
in a hushed voice, is single and lives with a
woman friend. “I don't go out at night too
often because I don't like the crime situa-
tion,” she says. "It used to be 15 years ago
I remember getting in my car at nine at night
and I wouldn't think about it. I'd drive over
to East Moline to a little place that served

tacos and I'd go in by myself. But today I
wouldn't do 1t."”

All of that is rather depressing for Esther
Ginsberg, 71 years old and twice widowed.
Her voice quivering, Mrs. Ginsberg wonders
aloud whether the increased crime “has
something to do with people not belng as
g};}:dly and sociable as they used to be years

But Hollls “Mac" McCleave, the most bitter
and most vocal member of the group, blames
today's youth. “I was ralsed during the De-
pression,” the large, 64-year-old retired fire
captaln says, “and there was a different breed
of youngster in that day. He had nothing to
begin with; he didn’t have a nickel for a bag
of Bull Durham to roll clgarets, and he
treated his elders with more respect.”

But no longer, Mr. McCleave says, his big
tattooed arms flalling away as he makes his
point. "Today I'm next door to a high school
that has almost 5,000 students, and they're a
bunch of maniacs. They've got almost 1,000
cars over there, and they all come in Mus-
tangs without mufflers. They disregard all
;med laws, and they drive through where I

ve.”

‘While the group nods in agreement, many
are quick to qualify their condemnation.
"You get those kids separate from each other,
and they're great kids," says Herbert Laake,
a thoughtful 56-year-old warehouse worker.
The problem, he says, is “that they've got
Jobs, they've got money, they've got wheels,
and they can move around.” It's easler, he
says, for today’'s kids to get In trouble.

MORE SELFISHNESS

The jobs, the money and the moblility
have also made the youths, and their parents,
more selfish, according to George Mennig, a
T4-year-old retired bullding manager. Mr.
Mennig, who uses a cane to walk and has a
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pronounced stoop, says that the “people to-
day—they just haven't got the time. I go to
nursing homes, and you hardly ever see a
visitor, It's a lack of concern. The story is,
‘I haven't got the time." Or, ‘I don't like to
see someone in that condition.' But even
their closest friends don't come to see them.
Families don't either.”

Mr. Mennig worries that “If we had an-
other depression, the attitude of the people
today would be viclous."” He recalls that dur-
ing the Great Depression, “the neighborhood
grocers had a little money in the cushion,
and they gave people credit.” But, he asks,
“Where can you go in a grocery store in
Davenport today and get credit?”

Still, remembering the economic hard-
ships of the 1930s doesn't trigger too many
nostalgic yearnings in the group members.
Despite today's crime, self-centeredness and
high prices, just about all of them agree that
things are a lot rosler now for the elderly
than in the past.

FRAISE FOR SOCIAL SECURITY

"We talk about we don't have it as good,
but damn it, anybody who is 65 or 70 years
old can't make that statement,” says Grover
Miller, a retired manager of a credit union.
Mr. Grover, who looks younger than his 69
years, says, “Our parents just didn't have
the opportunities that we have. They would
have never lived llke we do. My God, I wish
my dad and mother were here so that they
could have gotten Soclal Security.”

Mr. Mennig agrees. “Back in those days
the word retirement really wasn't part of our
vocabulary. Everybody just worked and
worked and worked until Soclal Security
came into the act.”

Even the irascible Mr. McCleave admits,
“It used to be very simple—you punched a
time clock or you didn't get paid.” People
never planned for retirement back then,
“they just planned to keep working until
they got laid off.” Today, he says, “the gov-
ernment does the planning for you.”

Indeed, all members of the group are
quick to pralse Social Security and Medi-
care. The payments may not be as much as
they feel they need, but at least the money
provides them with the chance to retire and
continue living. Even Mrs, Felderman, who
has almost exhausted her savings, says she
couldn't live as well as she does if she had
been elderly in the past. "“If we didn't have
Bocial Security,” she says, “I'd be on the
poor farm.”

SURGERY BILL COVERED

Mr. Miller, the balding former credit union
manager, recalls his heart-bypass surgery
two years ago. The total bill for the surgery
and hospitalization came to $17,000, Mr. Mil-
ler says, "and I didn't pay up a damn dime.”
Medicare and Mr. Miller's former employer
picked up the tab.

Health problems aside, most of the group
are enjoying retirement. “I think there's an
art to this retirement,” says good-humored
Howard Burkhart, who retired six months
ago as a steamfitter at the age of 64. “I was
never a howling success at anything in my
life until retirement. I watch ball games in
the afternoon, I walk 34 miles a day, and I
sit. I love it.”

Not everybody is enamored of retirement,
however. Miss Lee retired this year as a
schoolteacher because she was tired of
“punching a clock.” “When you quit all of a
sudden, there's something that's all miss-
ing,” she says. “I get up some mornings
and there's nothing to look forward to."”

That's the way Mr. Laake felt when he
retired in 1977 after 35 years as a an.
“After I sat there for a month and a half, I
sald to my wife, ‘God, I hate soap operas.
I'm going out to get a job." Now I work 40
hours a week at the warehouse, and I love
i

There is one thing that all members of

December 3, 1979

the group face—in common with their par-
ents and with the generations of elderly be-
fore them.

“I'm ready to take death anytime,” says
the diminutive Mrs. McDermott. “I don’t
think about it so that I get depressed, but I
do hope that when I go, I go all at once and
not linger.”

Mr. McCleave agrees. “You get fatalistlc
about it; anybody over 60 knows that it's
inevitable and close, and you just hope you
can do it without too much pain."

That fatalism can even make life more
enjoyable for some. “At this age, you're a
little more willing to let things happen in-
stead of trying to make them happen,” Mr.
Burkhart says. “I think this is one of the
beauties today. There are some fine things
about this age.” @

LET 'US TAKE RESPONSIBILITY FOR
DEALING WITH TAXFLATION

® Mr. DOLE., Mr. President, when we
talk about inflation and taxes, we should
pay attention to those features of the
tax structure that are most seriously
affected by inflation. For example, infla-
tion is relatively neutral with respect to
a flat rate tax; but, with progressive tax
rates, inflation can have a dramatic ef-
fect. Given a progressive tax structure,
the higher the basic tax rate, the greater
the impact of inflation. This is because
inflation pushes people into higher rate
brackets; and the higher the rate, the
more inflation will cost in increased
taxes.

The U.S. income tax, of course, is
highly progressive and has compara-
tively high rates. But a number of States
also impose significant income tax bur-
dens on those taxes. Over one-half of the
States that impose an income tax have
a highly or moderately progressive tax
and rely to a significant extent on the
revenues from that tax. That is why the
inflation tax penalty—taxflation—is an
important issue at the State level as well
as the Federal level.

Mr. President, the difference is that
a number of the States have responded
to this problem. Of the States with sig-
nificant progressive income tax, four—
Colorado, California, Minnesota, and
Wisconsin—have indexed their income
tax for inflation. In other words, these
States have provided for automatic ad-
justments in the tax structure to com-
pensate for the distortions caused by in-
flation. In addition, Arizona—which has
a moderately progressive income tax—
and Iowa—which relies significantly on
its income tax—have indexed their in-
come taxes for inflation.

This is an important political fact be-
cause it demonstrates the public concern
over the effect of inflation on taxes, and
because it shows that some of our po-
litical leaders are willing to come to
grips with this issue. Taxflation is an is-
sue that must be faced, and it is a prob-
lem that can be solved so long as we
have the will to do so. We in Congress
have not shown that kind of resolve, al-
though we have not lacked opportuni-
ties. Bills to index the Federal income tax
have been introduced before. The Sen-
ator from Kansas introduced one last
year. Unfortunately, the Congress has
not seen fit to act on these proposals.

Mr. President, I have introduced leg-
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islation again this year that would index
the income tax for inflation. The bill is
the Tax Equalization Act, S. 12. Each
year it would adjust the income tax
brackets, personal exemption, and zero
bracket amount according to the rise in
the Consumer Price Index for the previ-
ous fiscal year. Income tax rates would
be stabilized, but Comgress could al-
ways act to change them. Taxes would
not rise automatically, as they now do
in periods of inflation.

Mr. President, if State legislatures can
take the responsibility for dealing with
this problem, so can the U.S. Congress.
The way to proceed is clear, and the
public is increasingly aware of the fail-
ure of Congress to deal with taxflation.
The time to act is now, and I urge the
passage of the Tax Equalization Act.e

STATE OF ISRAEL HONORS
BRUCE G. SUNDLUN

® Mr. PELL. Mr. President, last week in
Rhode Island, one of my State’s most
distinguished citizens, Bruce G. Sund-
lun, was honored by the State of Israel
which awarded him its Prime Minister’s
Medal, that nation’s highest public serv-
ice award.

Bruce Sundlun has had a singularly
exciting and full life. He was shot down
as an American pilot in World War II
and spent many months in occupied
France behind the German lines. He
stayed active in the Air Force Reserve
until he retired as a colonel. Then, as a
practicing lawyer, a director of Comsat,
and chief executive officer of Executive
Jet, he made his mark in our American
business community.

A huge throng of his friends and
admirers crowded one of Rhode Island’s
largest banquet rooms to join in paying
tribute to Mr. Sundlun, presently the
president and chief executive officer of
the Outlet Co. and a civic leader of vir-
tually unparalleled achievement.

Mr. President, I was particularly
struck with the eloquent and moving
response which Bruce Sundlun, who is
widely known and admired by my col-
leagues in this body, made to the award
from the State of Israel. I am sure that
my colleagues will be equally moved by
his stirring remarks and I ask that they
be printed in the REcorb.

The remarks follow:

REMARES OF BRUCE G. SUNDLUN

Colonel Eini, I thank you for the Prime
Minister’'s Medal which I shall wear with
pride and appreciation. And, Colonel, T am
particularly glad that you as the Israeli Air
Attache were here to present the medal to
me, because I relate closely to the Air Force—
especlally the United States Air Force—
and my associations with the State of Israel
have been directly concerned with its mili-
tary forces and with Israell Aircraft Indus-
tries, your country's largest company.

Back in 1948, when the State of Israel was
proclaimed, I was a student at the United
States Air Force Command and Staff School
at Maxwell Field, Alabama. I persuaded the
faculty there to assign as a class project
the preparation of a defense plan for the
new state It was an intriguing military and
academic project—designing a defense plan
for a country that had not existed until the
week before, that had no regular army, navy,
or air force, no military history, no allies,
only ex ; & population largely composed
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of immigrants from other continents, and
that had no agreement on what form of
government should exist, let alone who
should run it.

Because of the prevalling fair weather in
the Middle East, because of the distances
over essentlially open terrain that any at-
tacker had to cross, because of the techno-
logical skill of the largely European-born
population, coupled with the lack of any
large manpower pool and the high value
placed on an individual life, it was dictated
that Israel’s defense plan be based upon air-
craft and armor. That plan was delivered to
the Israelis and I have observed with interest
since that many of its specifics were im-
plemented, perhaps even followed.

When I finished the Alr Command and
Stafl School, the new state was seeking
planes and pilots, and I volunteered to go.
But as anyone who knew my father well
can testify, he was a strong personality. We
had our loyalties to each other, but we had
our differences too. To this day, one of my
real regrets is that I let him talk me out
of golng to Israel to fly in the 1948 war, and
instead I stayed in Rhode Island to assist
him in his 1948 primary campalgn for the
United States Senate, Rhode Island's first
primary election. He lost.

I did arrange for planes and pilots to go
to Israel in 1948, but my conscience still
tells me I should have gone myself.

Perhaps one of the principle reasons we
are all here tonight is because I did not go.
Maybe I am trying to compensate with dol-
lars what I did not contribute in time and
professional skill. I am most grateful to all
of you, business and personal friends, who
purchased bonds for tonight's dinner.

The Providence Journal quoted someone as
saying that it was "nice” that I had “lent my
name’” to this fundraising evening. I want
to disavow that statement because it is pre-
sumptuous. I have no name to lend but I, like
everyone else in this room, have causes in
which I believe and time and energies which
I am willing to give to those causes. Sup-
porting the continued existence of the State
of Israel is a belief that I hold hard, and I
know exactly why.

But if a name from the Jewish Community
in Rhode Island were to be honored, the
name to be nominated might far more ap-
propriately be Hahn, Mr. Justice Jerome; or
Silverman, Archibald or Ida; or Joslin, Judge
Philip C.; or Smith, Joseph; or Boyman,
Berger, Sopkin, Fain, Irving Jay; Grant,
Darman, or Hassenfeld, or even Sundlun—
but Walter I. Those men were giants of the
past who with no precedent to guide them,
contributed a fervor for results which pro-
duced orphanages, hospitals, schools, tem-
ples—practically every institution existing
in the Rhode Island Jewish community to-
day. They were personification of the historic
tradition in this state, which commenced
with the Touro Synagogue in Newport, the
oldest Jewish place of worship in America.

But that tradition is not for the past alone;
it is well carried over today by contemporaries
like Licht, Governor Frank; Joslin again—Mr.
Justice Alfred this time; Sapinsley, Milton,
John and Senator Lila; Alperin, Fain, Nor-
man; Ress, Riesman, Robbins, Grossman,
Emith, Morton; and Holland. To those names
belong the praise for day-by-day, month-by-
month, year-by-year work within the com-
munity—not to me who was born here, left at
age 17 and really returned only three years
ago, and whose contributions to Jewish life
here or elsewhere have been, at best,
minimal.

Besides, at least I think I am much too
young to be the honoree of a dinner, Last
week in Washington, I went to a dinner hon-
oring Averell Harriman on his 88th birthday.
His remarks that night evidenced not only
his vast experience, but more important, the
usefulness and tumeliness of that experience
‘when applied to the problems of today. I can
make no such contribution tonight.
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Why then, am I here tonight? Two reasons:
First, because the creation of the State of
Israel is the most conspicious and successful
forward step that democracy as an institu-
tion has taken since Fasclsm was defeated in
World War II. Here is a land that once again
took people from all over the world and built
a democratic country controlled by free elec-
tions. As a Jew I am proud of Israel, but 1if
it were a Protestant, Catholic, Muslim, or
Hindu state populated by white, black, yel-
low, brown, or red people, I would still be
admiring of another country that could cre-
ate and continue through troubled times a
democratic government of laws and not of
men. It is because of that universal appeal
of democracy that Israel has earned the sup-
port tonight and other nights of Jews and
non-Jews, blacks, and whites, Republican
and Democrats, and even an Egyptian Am-
bassador.

My second reason is because I firmly be-
lieve that the existence of the State of Israel
since 1948 has made Iife for my family, for
Jews In America, and for Jews In every other
nation on earth, more dignified, and more
respected than before the state came Into
existence. Before the state, Jews were too-
often characterized as Tfrail people who
would flee rather than fight. Nowhere In the
world did they share the respect which all
societies and all countries give to the farmer
and to the soldier. The world has always
given honor and respect to the man who
tills the soll and to the man who fights for
his country, his family, and himself,

The creation of the State of Israel and its
history of turning the Negev desert Into
greenery, of planting and growing forests out
of rock—and one of those forests is named
for Senator Pell's father—and most Im-
portant, their military victorles in the war
for survival in 1948, and other wars since,
plus the great rescue mission at Entebbe,
has given the Jew self-pride in a mlilitary
tradition equal to any other people on earth.

With that pride in self given by the Israeli
example in agriculture and war, I truly do
not belleve there could ever be another Holo-
caust where Jews went doclley to their
deaths, nor do I believe there can be another
ghetto or pogrom. The Jew in America has
learned to stand tall with a more qulet as-
surance of his worth, and it is calluses on
the hands of the Kibutzim and the casual-
ties on the Golon Heights that have given
him that new found assurance. It is because
of what the State of Israel and the Israells
have given to me and to mine that makes
me willlng to do whatever I can to glve
something back to them.@

EUROPE AND SALT

® Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, for
month after month we have been told by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, by the State
Department, by the President, and by
everyone doing his best to force the SALT
II treaty on this country, that the NATO
countries would be very upset if we failed
to pass this treaty. Writing in Aviation
Week and Space Technology of Novem-
ber 26, Mr. William Gregory has pretty
much thrown the lie at these statements.
He quotes Gen. Pierre Gallois, retired
from the French Air Force, on this sub-
ject, and the conclusion that is reached
by the general is that the rejection of
SALT II would comfort American allies.
So that my colleagues and those who
read the ReEcorp might have a chance to
get the true story of the NATO position.
I ask that this editorial be printed in the
RECORD.
The editorial follows:
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EuroPE AND SALT

Western European nations—North Atlantic
Treaty Organization alliance nations—have
been getting a sales message from the Carter
Administration to support the SALT II
Treaty. Defense Secretary Harold Brown had
begun to develop the Administration line at
a NATO meeting last May that a Senate re-
jection of the treaty would endanger the
cohesiveness of the alliance.

Political leaders in Western Europe have
since echoed the Administration theme.
(AW&ST Oct. 22 p. 18). There is some reason,
though, to take these endorsements of SALT
with a grain of the same.

As Gen. Plerre Gallols puts it: “Do not be
mislead by the officlal positions expressed by
the European governments. Already the mili-
tary superiority of the Soviets has a dipio-
matic consequence and Western European
nations prefer to compromise with such a
might * Gen. Gallols, retired from the French
alr force, was one of the architects of the
French Independent nuclear strike force—
force de frappe.

He questions the usefulness of SALT to
Europe when, in fact, the reverse may be true.
“It 1s a position of potentlal superiority of
the Soviet Unlon which is endangering the
cohesiveness of NATO,"” Gen. Gallols con-
tends. “NATO nations know that SALT 2 is
not concerned with the weapons which are
capable of destroying Western Europe, such
as the Backfire bomber and the 55-20 ballls-
tic missile.”

While the U.S. is offering to base longer-
range Pershing 2 ballistic missiles in Europe
to counter the Soviet S85-20 buildup, Gen.
Gallols points out that at the same time the
U.8. is talking about withdrawing some of its
forward based nuclear weapons, almost as if
by agreement with the Soviet as part of the
deal for thelr slgnatures on the arms control
treaty. Such proposals take Europeans for
imbeciles, he says.

DISGUISED RETREAT

How the spectacle of U.S. bargaining with
the Soviets must look to Western Europe 1s
a pertinent question. To the Europeans, the
U.S. agreement with the Soviets must indeed
have overtones of a disguised retreat, leav-
ing Europe to face the SS-20 with promises—
Pershing 2 and the ground-launched cruise
missile, if the latter is not eliminated again
in subsequent U.S.-Soviet bargaining.

To some Europeans, such as Gen. Gallols,
the entire SALT history has the aura of U.S.
preoccupation with an academic vision of
Armageddon while ignoring the threat at
hand—burgeoning Warsaw Pact forces at
Europe's doorstep backed by Soviet medium-
range nuclear weapon systems. Reflecting a
European view, Gen. Gallols contends a So-
viet nuclear first strike at the U.S. s no more
llkely than a U.S. first strike at the Soviet
Unlon, with or without SALT. *“As before
SALT I, Gen. Gallols says, "America is still
a country having the privilege of nuclear im-
munity. Some 80 percent of American strate-
gic warheads may be in permanent or semi-
permanent mobility is such a way that their
simultaneous destruction is not feasible.
Whatever the slze of their ballistic inven-
tory, the Russians could not now attack the
land of America without risking incredible
destruction.”

That destructive potential is fine for pro-
tecting the American homeland. It does not
necessarily apply to U.S. interests overseas
where numbers of forces, not sophistication,
impress other nations. A case at hand is the
U.S. humiliation in Iran.

Touching on the guestion of numbers,
Gen. Gallois comments: “Should America ac-
cept a position of numerical inferiority in
modern parllaments, her foreign policy
would be penalized, her alliances shaken and
her military guarantees questioned. That is
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why SALT I appeared to many of us in Eu-
rope as proof of a new U.S. policy of retreat
to fortress America.” SALT 2 in his view is
simply codifying Soviet numerical superior-
ity.

T EUROPEAN DOUBTS

Similarly, Europeans are not so sure that
SALT 2 is as verifiable as the Carter Admin-
istration says it 1s. That claim was made for
SALT 1, with debatable valldity.

“U.S. policy planners,” Gen. Gallois says,
“have failed to take into account that we
are, in Europe, far more exposed to a sur-
prise attack than U.S. territory. The military
posture which has been imposed upon Eu-
ropean NATO countrles is such that it in-
vites a preemptive attack on our conven-
tional forces. The state of the ballistic art is
such that the accuracy of Russian misslles
allow a dramatic reduction of ylelds of their
weapons. Having the initiative of military
operations and, consequently, the benefit of
surprise, Warsaw Pact forces may disarm
European NATO countries through atomic
strikes of a surgical precision, almost with-
out significant collateral damage. To neu-
tralize such a threat mobile atomic forces
would be necessary. On the contrary, Eu-
ropean NATO nations are told to increase
their conventional contributions, the type
of forces that are more vulnerable to the
present and future Sovlet ballistic nuclear
inventory.

“This is why we think that, far from en-
dangering the future cohesion of NATO, the
rejection of SALT 2 would comfort American
allies in Western Europe. Many in Europe
are convinced that during these talks, Rus-
sian negotiators have succeeded in convine-
ing their American counterparts that discon-
nection and even disengagement from Eu-

rope is the safest solution for the United
States.”" @

THE SPREADING MADNESS FROM
IRAN

® Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, in this time
of international crisis the Senator from
Kansas wants to express his gratitude,
his thankfulness, to be an American. The
United States is not like most other
countries. When our Nation was founded
just over two centuries ago, we set out
to make this country different. We
wanted it to be a nation founded on both
laws and principles of inalienable rights
for the individual. The principles were
incorporated into the laws and the laws
were designed to enhance and protect
these basic principles, best expressed by
Thomas Jefferson in the Declaration of
Independence as “The right to life, lib-
erty and the pursuit of happiness.” All
our famous freedoms—freedom of
speech, freedom of religion, freedom of
the press, the freedom of assembly—
derive from that basic outpouring of will
and justice that saw us break our ties to
the Old World, and establish this new
land of freedom.

Mr. President, the growth of the
United States over the last 200 years was
far from easy. Many times Americans
were forced to defend our land and our
Constitution with “their lives, their for-
tunes, and their sacred honor.” No, it
was not easy and many lives were lost in
sacrifice for the principles we hold so
dear, and for those who come after us,
our sons and daughters and the genera-
ations of the future. Our forebears did
that for us, and we must be willing to do
that for our children—if we are not will-
ing, then America has lost its meaning.
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EHOMEINI AND CHAOS RULE IN IRAN

The situation in the Middle East is a
dangerous one, for the interests of the
United States, yes, but for the entire civi-
lized world as well. Millennia ago Ham-
murabi ruled where Khomeini and chaos
now hold sway. By codifying the laws he
began the process of civil order and sta-
kility which made the growth of civiliza-
tion possible. But the tides of history
have dealt cruelly with Elem, known to-
day as Iran. Today we see the fruits of a
tradition of intolerance and tyranny. The
people of Tehran who revolted against
an unjust and corrupt system replace it
now with one equally intolerant and con-
temptuous of the civilized world’s laws.

There is a great danger of this con-
tagion spreading through the masses of
the Third World, where poverty and the
deprivation of individual rights cause the
people to seek surcease in radical move-
ments and impassioned religious causes.
These causes readily accept the sacrifice
of even the most basic principles of hu-
manity, principles we hold paramount, in
order to achieve a change in their condi-
tion. While the people of the United
States have always been sympathetic to
the victims of oppression, we cannot ac-
cept nor allow a spreading madness to
assault in the name of Islam the founda-
tions of civilization. Those who would
bring down the modern world in order
to change it are our enemies. Their ret-
oric for the poor and downtrodden is one
that draws our sympathies falsely—it is
a mask for a determined attack on the
principles of freedom which underlie our
national heritage.

THE TIME HAS COME

Every day that passes finds our con-
cern growing deeper for the 50 hostages
in Tehran. Since this crisis began, out-
breaks of anti-Americanism have occur-
red in Pakistan, Bangkok, and Kuwait,
threatening more American lives. The
United States, standing firm and united
behind the leadership of our President,
must halt this spreading wave of con-
tempt and destruction toward America
and civilized values. We have appealed,
with mixed results, to our allies and all
other nations of the world to recognize
this threat as one that vitally affects all.
With or without these other nations,
such as our neighbor to the South,
Mexico, the time has come when we must
begin to make our will and determina-
tion evident to those who would bring us
down.

The United States hopes to avold mili-
tary actions in Iran. Greater resistance
and enimity are the too-likely results of
armed intervention anywhere. But if the
United States and the values it holds
most dear are going to be attacked,
America is ready to respond, as it has
so many times over its past 200 years
been forced to do.

Mr. President, right now the United
States is calling on its allies for support,
urging condemnation of Iran by the
United Nations, and seeking Interna-
tional legal sanctions through the World
Court, as well as our own, protective
economic actions. In addition to this
pressure on those who hold power in
Iran in addition to the calls of reason
and the calls of compassion from around
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the world, the Senator from Kansas
would like to add this warning to Iran:
Watch out for the aroused wrath of
America; look to our history, to our
founding principles; observe the actions
and responses of our countrymen over
these past 200 years; see what America
stands for, and know we will continue to
stand steadfast in support of those very
principles which are the life’s blood of
our national heritage.®

THE MILITARY BALANCE

® Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, we

are told that possibly that SALT II treaty

might be called up this year before we
go home for Christmas or that it might
be put off until after the holidays. Re-

-gardless of when it is called, I think the

more we know about the advantages the

Soviets already have over us in the mili-

tary field, the better off we will all be.
One of the most prestigious groups in

the world in the field of the study of
the military is the International Insti-
tute for Strategic Studies in London.

They have written, as they do every year,

a résumé of the world military picture

as they see it. All of this appears in the

December issue of Air Force magazine,

but of particular interest to the Members

of this body should be the comparison
between the U.S. forces and those of the

Soviet Union. I ask that both the fore-

word and the text of this particular

phase of the study be printed in the

RECORD.

THE MILITARY BALANCE 1979/80 AS COMPILED
BY THE INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR
STRATEGIC STUDIES, LONDON

FOREWORD

It is once again a privilege for Air Force
Magazine to present “The Military Balance,”
compiled by The International Institute for
Strategic Studies, London, England, which
has been an exclusive feature of each De-
cember issue since 1971. The Institute, an
independent center for research in defense-
related areas, is universally recognized as the
leading authority in its field.

“The Military Balance” 1is an annual,
quantitative assessment of the military
power and defense expenditure of countries
throughout the world. It examines the facts
of military power as they existed in July
1979, and no projections of force levels or
weapons beyond this date have been in-
cluded except where specifically noted. The
study should not be regarded as a compre-
hensive guide to the balance of military
power, since it does not reflect the facts of
geography, vulnerability, or efficiency, ex-
cept where these are touched on in the sec-
tions on balances.

National entries are grouped geographi-
cally, but with special reference to the prin-
cipal regional defense pacts and alignments.
A short description of multilateral and bi-
lateral pacts and military agreements intro-
duces each of the reglonal sections.

The section on the U.S. and USSR. in-
cludes an assessment of the changing stra-
tegic and general-purpose force balances be-
tween the two superpowers. A separate sec-
tion assesses the European theater balance
between NATO and the Warsaw Pact and
summarizes the statistics of forces and
weapons in Europe that are in position or
might be used as reinforcements. Included
this year is a supplementary essay, “The Bal-
ance of Theater Nuclear Forces in Europe.”

As in the past, space limitations make it
necessary for us to exclude some tabular
material, including data on arms production
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in developing countries, arms agreements
that have been negotiated since the last issue
of “The Balance,” and force structures of
smaller countries that maintain only mini-
mal defense establishments.

In preparing “The Military Balance 1978/
80" for our use, we have retained the Insti-
tute's system of abbreviating military weap-
ons and units as well as British spelling and
usage. A list of abbreviations found in the
text appears on following pages.

Figures for defense expenditures are the
latest available. However, since many coun-
tries update these figures each year, they will
not in all cases be directly comparable with
those in previous editions of ‘““The Balance.”
Defense expenditures for the USSR and the
People's Republic of China are estimates.
Notes on estimating their defense expendi-
tures appear at the end of the sections on
those countries. Where a 8§ sign appears, it
refers to US dollars unless otherwise stated.

GNP figures are usually quoted at current
market prices (factor cost for East European
countries). Where figures are not currently
available from published sources, estimates
have been made. Wherever possible, the
United Nations System of National Accounts
has been used, rather than national figures,
as a step toward greater comparability. For
the Soviet Union, GNP estimates are made
in roubles, following R. W. Campbell, “A
Shortecut Method for Estimating Soviet
GNP (Association for Comparative Econom-
ic Studies, Vol. XIV, No. 2, Fall 1972). East
European GNPs at factor cost are derived
from Net Material Product, using an ad-
justment parameter from T. P. Alton, “Eco-
nomic Growth and Resource Allocation in
Eastern Europe,” Reorientation and Commer-
cial Relations of the Economies of Eastern
Europe, Joint Economic Committee, 93d
Congress, 2d Session (Washington: USGPO,
1974).

For easier comparisons, national currency
figures have been converted into United
States dollars, using the rate prevailing at
the end of the first quarter of the relevant
year. In all cases the conversion rates used
are shown in the country entry but may
not always be applicable to commercial
transactions. An exception is the Soviet
Union, since the official exchange rate is un-
suitable for converting rouble estimates of
GNP. Various estimates for more appropriate
converslon rates have been made, but they
have shortcomings too great to warrant their
being used here. The official rate is, how-
ever, given in the country section. Further
exceptions are certain East European coun-
tries which are not members of the IMF
and Romania (which is), for which the con-
version rates used are those described in
Alton’'s study mentioned above.

Unless otherwise stated, the manpower
figures given are those of active forces, regu-
lar and conscript. An indication of the size
of militia, reserve, and para-military forces
is also included in the country entry where
appropriate. Para-military forces are here
taken to be forces whose equipment and
training goes beyond that required for civil
police duties and whose constitution and
control suggest that they may be usable in
support, or in lleu, of regular forces.

Equipment figures in the country entries
cover total holdings, with the exception of
combat aircraft, where front-line squadron
strengths are normally shown. Except where
the contrary is made clear, naval vessels of
less than 100 tons of structural displace-
ment have been excluded. The term ‘“‘com-
bat aircraft” used in the country entries in-
cludes only bomber, fighter-bomber, strike,
interceptor, reconnaissance, counterinsur-
gency, and armed trainer aircraft (i.e., air-
craft normally equipped and configured to
deliver ordnance or to perform military re-
connaissance). It does not include helicop-
ters.

Where the term “mile” is used when in-
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dicating the range or radius of weapons
systems, It means a statute mile.

The Institute assumes full responsibility
for the facts and judgments contained in the
study. The cooperation of the governments
that are covered was sought and, in many
cases, received. Not all countries were equal-
1y cooperative, and some figures were neces-
sarily estimated.

ABBREVIATIONS

< : under 100 tons.

— ! indicates part of establishment is de-
tached.

AA: anti-aireraft.

AAM: air-to-alr missile(s).

AB: airborne.

ABM: anti-ballistic missile(s).

ac: aircraft.

AD: air defence.

AEW: airborne early warning.

AFV: armoured fighting vehicle(s).

AFB: air force base,

ALBM: air-launched ballistic missile(s).

ALCM: air-launched cruise missile(s).

amph: amphibious.

APC: armoured personnel carrier(s).

Arg: Argentinian.

armd: armoured,

arty: artillery.

ASM: air-to-surface missile(s).

ASW: anti-submarine warfare.

ATGW: anti-tank guided weapon(s).

ATK: anti-tank.

Aus: Australian.

AWACS: airborne warning and control
system.

AWX: all-weather fighter,

bbr: bomber.

bde: brigade.

bn: battalion or billion.

Br: British.

bty: battery.

Can: Canadian.

cav: cavalry.

cdo: commando,

CEP: circular error probable.

Ch: Chinese (PRC).

COIN: counter-insurgency.

comd: command.

comms: communications.

coy: company.

det: detachment.

div: division.

ECM: electronic counter-measures.

ELINT: electronic intelligence.

engr: engineer.

egpt: equipment.

EW: early warning,

FAC(G) : fast attack craft (gun).

FAC(M) : fast attack craft (missile).

FAC(P): fast attack craft (patrol).

FAC(T) : fast attack craft (torpedo).

FB: fighter-bomber.

fd: field.

FGA: fighter, ground-attack.

fit: flight.

Fr: French.

GDP: gross domestic product.

GDR: German Democratic Republic.

Ger: German (West).

GNP: gross national product.

GP: general purpose.

gp: group.

GPS: Global Positioning System.

GW: guided weapon(s).

hel: helicopter(s).

how: howitzer(s).

hy: heavy.

ICBM: inter-continental
sile(s).

indep: independent.

inf: infantry.

IRBM: intermediate-range ballistic mis-
slle(s).

KT: kiloton (1,000 tons TNT equivalent).

LCA: landing craft, assault.

LCM: landing craft, medium/mechanized.

LCT: landing craft, tank.

LCU: landing craft, utility.

LCVP: landing craft, vehicles and person-
nel.

ballistic mis-
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LHA: amphibious general assault ship(s).

log: logistic.

LPD: landing platform, dock.

LPH: landing platform, helicopter.

LRCM: long-range cruise missile(s).

LSD: landing ship, dock.

LSM: landing ship, medium.

LST: landing ship, tank.

1t: light.

m: million.

MARYV: maneuverable re-entry vehicle(s).

MCM: mine counter-measures.

mech : mechanized.

med: medium.

MICV: mechanized infantry combat wve-
hicle(s).

MIRV: multiple independently-targetable
re-entry vehicle(s).

mor: mortar(s).

mot: motorized.

MR: maritime reconnaissance.

MRBM: medium-range ballistic missile(s).

MRCA: multi-role combat aircraft.

MRV: multiple re-entry vehicle(s).

msl: missile.

MT: megaton (1 million tons TNT equiv-
alent).

n.a.: not avallable.

Neth: Netherlands.

OCU: operational conversion unit.

para: parachute.

pdr: pounder.

Pol: Polish.

Port: Portuguese.

PSMM: patrol ship, multi-mission,

RCL: recoilless launcher(s).

recce: reconnalssance.

regt: regiment.

RL: rocket launcher.

RV: re-entry vehicle(s).

SAM: surface-to-air missile(s).

SAR: search and rescue.

sig: signal.

SLBM: submarine-launched ballistic mis-
sile(s).

SLCM: sea-launched cruise missile(s).

Sov: Soviet.

SP: self-propelled.

spt: support.

sqn: squadron.

SRAM: short-range attack missile(s).

SRBM: short-range ballistic missile(s).

ISSBN: ballistic-missile submarine(s), nu-
clear.

SSM: surface-to-surface missile(s).

88N: submarine(s), nuclear,

Bub: submarine.

TA: territorial army.

tac: tactical.

TAVR: Territorlal and Army Volunteer
Reserve.

tk: tank.

tp: troop.

tpt: transport.

trg: training.

UNDOF: United Nations Disengagement
Observation Force.

: UN Emergency Force.

UNFICYP: UN Force in Cyprus.

UNIFIL: UN Interim Force in Lebanon.
!UNTSO: UN Truce Supervisory Organiza-
tion.

UsGw:
weapon.

vch: vehicle(s).

V(/8)TOL: vertical (/short) take-off and
landing.

Yug: Yugoslav.

underwater-to-surface guided

THE MILITARY BALANCE 1879/80: TuE UNITED
STATES AND THE SovIET UNION
AMERICAN STRATEGIC FORCES

The second Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks agreement (SALT II) is now under-
goling consideration by the US Senate. Pend-
ing completion of this process, both super-
powers have continued to modernize their
strategic forces within the context and lim-
its imposed by SALT I and stipulated in
the Vladivostok Accord of 1974. Although the
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Interim Agreement (SALT I) was due to
expire on 3 October 1977, both sides have
undertaken to observe its provisions while
SALT II is being negotiated.

In the case of the United States, some pro-
grammes are in train for modernizing and
upgrading strategic forces, but important
decisions remain to be taken about the
ICBM force. For many years the ICBM force
has remained at 1,064 (560 Minuteman I
each with 3 MIRV warheads, 450 single-war-
head Minuteman II, and 54 Titan II), but
plans are in hand to upgrade Minuteman
III yield and accuracy with the NS-20 guid-
ance system and the Mk 12A warhead. De-
velopment of the Mk 12A should be com-
plete by the end of 1979 and production will
then begin. Accuracy should then Increase
from a CEP of 0.25 nautical miles (nm) to
700 feet. MARV development continued, as
did component development of the MX
ICBM, but some fundamental decislons re-
main to be taken on the basing mode for
the new missile. The MX will be 92 ins in di-
ameter and have 10 warheads.

At sea, 496 Poseidon SLBM, each with 10—
14 MIRV, form the missile complement of
31 S8BN, and a further 160 Polaris SLBM
(each with 3 MRV) are carried in 10 SSBN.
Of the Poseidon C3 warheads, 400 are allo-
cated to SACEUR for European missions,
although the submarines concerned are no
longer based at Rota in Spain, having been
withdrawn in early 1979. Construction of
the first seven of the new 24-tube Trident
boats continues and the first has been
launched. Delays in the programme have
been reported. Testing of the Trident C4
missile has continued. With a range of 4,000
nm, this will also be retrofited into 12 of
the in-service Poseidon boats starting this
year. The C4 has not only almost twice the
range of in-service SLBM but accuracy will
improve to about 1,500 feet CEP. It will
carry 8x100KT MIRV. A second-generation
SLBM for Trident boats (the D5) is under
early development. This is expected to have
a range of 6,000 nm, to carry 14x160ET MIRV
warheads, and may employ & maneuverable
warhead, the Mk 500 Evader. In conjunc-
tlon with GPS Navstar satellites, very high
degrees of accuracy might be obtainable.

Some 120 B-52G/H strategic bombers are
to be adapted for the carriage of ALCM or
& mix of ALCM and short-range attack mis-
siles (SRAM). This will involve structural
and avionic improvements. Flight-testing
continued on 3 B-1 bomber prototypes but
plans to procure further alrcraft were can-
celled. There are two ALCM deslgns com-
peting for a production contract, and a fly-
off is taking place. Range will be of the order
of 1,600 nm and ALCM could be in service
by about 1982/3. Although there Is consid-
erable and perhaps growing interest in
ground- and sea-launched crulse missiles,
the SALT II Protocol will prohibit their de-
ployment with effective ranges of over 350
nm until its expiry at the end of 1981. How-
ever, testing and development may proceed.

There has been a slight drop in total
numbers of American delivery systems (2,270
in 1969, 2,142 in 1979), although the num-
ber of deliverable warheads has doubled (to
11,000) in the same period.

By contrast, defence agalnst strateglc at-
tack has been accorded a lower priority. In-
terceptor aircraft to handle a Soviet bomber
attack were held at six active and ten re-
serve (Air National Guard) squadrons. One
of these ANG squadrons is due to disband
in FY 1979. Radar development continued
and several programmes are in hand to en-
hance satellite survivability; these include
satellite “hardening”, maneuverability, and
an antl-satellite capability.

SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCES

The Soviet Union's pace of modernization
continued to be impressive. Although total
ICBM numbers fell (to a little under 1,400
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a8 older ICBM were replaced by new SLBM),
at least 230 new ICBM (85-17, -18, —19) were
deployed during the year in single-warhead
and MIRV variants. Accuracy has improved
dramatically, and the SS-18 and SS-19 re-
portedly have accuracies comparable to Amer-
ican systems. The SS5-16 ICBM is ready for
deployment in a mobile mode, but the Soviet
Union has undertaken in SALT II not to
deploy it in this way and to dismantle any
faclilities for the rapid conversion of the
mobile 3-MIRV S55-20 IRBEM to the S5-16
by the addition of an extra stage. 5S-20
deployment, however, is not constralned by
SALT, and about 120 launchers are deployed,
at least some of them assumed to be tar-
geted against China. It 1s unclear as yet
whether the rather elderly 854 and 85-5
IREM are being retired as the new (and much
more capable) missile is brought into serv-
ice, but it appears probable that at least some
of the older missiles will be placed in stor-
age. There is little doubt that several ICBM
are being developed, but only one of these
could be deployed before 1985, which is
‘new’ under the terms of SALT II.

At sea there is also marked improvement.
Soviet SLBEM now number 950 in 64 sub-
marines (this fligure excludes SS-N-4 and
88-N-5 SLBM, which are not counted in
BALT). Five Delta II and nine Delta III
SSBN are In service. The former carry 16
4,800nm-range SS—-N-8 missiles each, and
the latter are being fitted with the 5,000nm-
range 8S-N-18—a new 3-MIRV replacement
for the SS-N-8. Another new SLBM, the SS-
N-17, i1s believed to be In service on one
Yankee-class SSBN. It is belleved that a new
SLCM to replace the ageing SS-N-3 is under
development.

Tu-22M Backfire bombers are entering
service at a rate of about 25 per year, but
& letter of understanding is attached to SALT
II in which the USSR undertakes not to use
this alrcraft as a strategic nuclear delivery
vehicle (SNDV) and to limit production to
30 a year. A new ASM s expected before long,
and there are persistent reports of a new
strategic bomber being filght-tested.

In 1860 the Soviet Union was deploying
1,360 SNDV. The total Is now 2,604 which,
under the terms of SALT II, will have to
reduce to 2,260 by 1982. Some retirements of
elderly systems are therefore expected, pro-
vided SALT II is ratified. Warheads, however,
are increasing quite sharply as a direct re-
sult of the switch to MIRVed systems on land
and at sea. The figure is now about 5,000,
and this will rise to 7,600 in the early 1980s.
The average yleld of these warheads is sub-
stantially higher than the average yleld of
American warheads.

Strategic defence is provided for by ex-
tensive air defence radars, SAM, interceptors,
and the Moscow ABM complex of 64 launch-
ers. Considerable effort is being devoted to
defences against the US ALCM threat which
will develop in the 1980s. It is belleved that
research is continuing on anti-satellite and
exotic technologies which may have appll-
cation for ballistic missile defence.

AMERICAN GENERAL-PURPOSE FORCES

Numbers in the American armed forces
have not changed significantly in the past
year, although there is recurrent concern
over recruitment. A number of significant
programmes for improving the capability of
conventional weapons are in train, with
marked emphasis on aircraft and anti-tank
systems. One American infantry division is
being mechanized. Procurement of TOW and
Dragon ATGW continued. Cannon-launched
gulded projectiles (CLGP) and scatterable
mines are being developed, together with the
GSRS rocket launcher. Tank production con-
tinued to increase, but numbers remain at
much the same level (10,500) as ten years
ago. The first 110 of the new XM-1 tank are
due for delivery this year, to be followed by
569 in FY 1980. Plans to develop a new
infantry/cavalry fighting vehicle have been
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cancelled and a less-costly alternative is
being considered. As an interim measure,
1,207 more M-113 APC will be produced by
FY 1880.

Deployment of the new generation of tac-
tical fighters has continued, with the Navy
F-14 and the Air Force F-15 and F-16 enter-
Ing service in substantial numbers, Develop-
ment of the less costly F-18 continued. The
A-10 ground-attack aircraft is in full pro-
duction. Fourteen E-3A AWACS alircraft are
in service and eight are on order (and NATO
has agreed to purchase a further eighteen for
deployment in Europe). New scout, attack,
and transport helicopters are being devel-
oped. In the field of long-range air trans-
port, in-flight refueling for C-141 transports
and production of the advanced tanke: cargo
aircraft (ATCA) will significantly enhance
strategic alrlift in the early 1980s.

The number of American naval units de-
clined sharply in the 1970s, reaching a low
of 172 major surface combatants. This trend
should be reversed if plans proceed as in-
tended. The building of a large new nuclear-
powered carrier was vetoed by the Presitent,
although the decislon may be challenged in
Congress. Planning has concentrated cn a
new class of smaller, conventionally-engined
carrier. A total of 42 SSN-688 attack subma-
rines are to be bullt, nine of whizh have
entered service, with three more due this
year. The Harpoon anti-shipping missile has
entered service with a range of 100km. The
Tomahawk SLCM, with a much greater range
and a nuclear capablility, may enter service
after 1981. Improvements are also under way
for amphibious 1ift and afloat support. Devel-
opment is proceeding on a new iype o! air-
cushion vehicle for ship-to-shore movement.

SOVIET GENERAL-PURPOSE FORCES

There has been no sign of any slackening
in Soviet improvement programmes. Holdings
of all types of armoured vehicles have in-
creased as the BMP MICV, T-64, and T-72
tanks continue to enter service. Tank num-
bers are assessed at about 50,000, compared
with 34,000 In 1967, although a significant
proportion of these are obsolete and are con-
sldered to be In reserve. Nevertheless, the
Soviet Union thus can rapidly increase the
number of formations at short notice on
full mobllization, Hind attack helicopters are
being seen in much greater numbers, and
new SAM, new ATGW, and new tactical nu-
clear missiles (85-21 and S5-22) have all
been identified. Self-propelled artillery de-
ployment continues to take pace rapidly.

Greater numbers of modern Soviet tactical
alrcraft—8Su-17 Fitter C, MiG-23 Flogger B,
MIG-27 Flogger D, and Su-19 Fencer—have
been brought in, and all have greater range
and payload than the aircraft they are re-
placing, as well as much improvad avionics.
Many are nuclear-capable and have consid-
erable ability to penetrate at low level. Arm-
ament and ECM are improving. Long-range
transport alrcraft (especlally the I1-76 Can-
did), with impressive payload/range char-
acteristics, continue to enter service. The So-
viet Navy recelved more Forger VIOL and
Backfire aircraft, both to improve the air
defences of the fleets and to enhance long-
range anti-shipping capabilities.

Although a very substantial number of So-
viet naval vessels are overdue for replace-
ment and can only be suitable for service
close to shore, emphasis continues Lo be
placed on new amphibious shipping (lven
Rogov-class), carriers (two Kiev-class oper-
ational, another launched), and attack sub-
marines. Other major surface combatants
under construction include Kara-, Kresta-
Il-, and Krivak-class vessels, and new missile
attack boats of the Matka-class are under
construction to replace or augment the Osa-
class. There are reports that a nuclear-pow-
ered cruiser of over 20,000 tons is now fitting
out in the Baltic.
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THE UNITED STATES

Population: 220,300,000.

Military service: voluntary.

Total armed forces: 2,022,000
women) .

Estimated GNP 1978: $2,106.6 bn.

Defence expenditure 1979-80: $122.7 bn.
(Expected Outlay in Fiscal 1980. Budget Out-
lay $135.0 bn; Total Obligational Authority
$135.5 bn.)

Strategic Nuclear Forces: (Manpower in-
cluded in Army, Navy, and Air Force totals.)
Offensive: (a) Nayy: 656 SLBM in 41
SSBN. 31 Lafayetie SSBN, each with 16 Posei-
don C3 (12 to be retrofitted with Trident C4
msls). 5 Washington, 5 Allen SSBN, each with
16 Polarizs A3. (T Trident SSEN, each with 24
Trident C4, bullding.)

(b) Strategic Air Command (SAC): ICBM:
1,054. 26 strategic msl sqns: 9 with 450 Min-
uteman II, 11 with 550 Minuteman III, 6 with
54 Titan II.

(On order: 200 MX ICBM.)

Aircraft: Bombers: 573. 66 FB-111A in 4
sqns (with 120 SRAM); 240 B-52G/H in 15
sqns. (with 120 SRAM); 75 B-52 in 5 squs.
Tralning: 50 B-52D/F. Storage or reserve:
142 incl. B-52D/G/H. Tankers: 515 EC-1356A
in 30 sqns. Strategic recce and comd: 1 sqn
with 108R-T1A, 1 sqn with 10 U-2C1R, 1 sqn
with 4 E4A/B, 3 sqns with 19 RC/EC-135.
(On order: 26 TR-1.)

Defensive: North American Air Defense
Command (NORAD), HQ at Colorado Springs,
is a joint American-Canadian organization. It
includes:

ABM: Safeguard system
vated).

Aircraft
units) :

Interceptors: 325.

(1) Regular: 6 sgns with 146 F-106A.

(i1) Ailr National Guard (ANG): 3 sqns
with 63 F-101B/F, 2 with 40 F-4C/D, 5 with
76 F-106A.

Genie, Falcon, Super Falcon AAM.

Warning Systems:

(1) Satellite-based early-warning system:

3 DSP satellites, 1 over Eastern Hemisphere,
2 over Western; surveillance and warning
systems to detect launchings from SLBM,
ICEM, and fractional orbit bombardment
systems (FOBS).

(11) Space Detection and Tracking System
(SPADATS) : USAF Spacetrack (7 sites), USN
SPASUR, and civilian agencles. pace De-
fense Center at NORAD HQ: satellite track-
ing, ldentification, and catalogulng control.

(111) Ballistic Missile Early Warning Sys-
tem (BMEWS): 3 stations (Alaska, Green-
land, England); detection and tracking ra-
dars with ICBM and IRBM capablility.

(iv) Distant Early Warning (DEW) Line:
31 stations roughly along the 70°N parallel.

(v) Pinetree Line: 24 stations in Central
Canada.

(vl) 474N: 1 station on US East, 1 on Gulf,
1 on West coast (to be replaced by Pave Paws
phased-array radars: 1 on East, 1 on West
coast); SLBM detection and warning net.

(vil) Perimeter Acquisition Radar Attack
Characterization System (PARCS): 1 north-
facing phased-array 2,000-mile system at in-
active ABM site in North Dakota.

(vill) Cobra Dane Radar: phased-array
system at Shemya, Aleutians.

(ix) Back-up Interceptor Control (BUIC):
system for ap command and control (all sta-
tions but 1 semi-active).

(x) Semi-Automatic Ground Environment
(sAGE) : 6 locations (2 in Canada); combined
with suic and Manual Control Centre (acc)
in Alaska (to be replaced by Joint Surveil-
lance System (Jss) with 7 Region Operations
Control Centres, 4 in US, 1 in Alaska, 2 in
Canada); system for co-ordinating surveil-
lance and tracking of objects in North
American airspace.

(xi) Ground radar stations: some 47 sta-
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tions manned by anc, augmented by Fed-
eral Aviation Administration (Faa) stations
(to be replaced as surveillance element of
Jss).

Army: 750,800 (56,840 women).

4 armed divs.

5 mech divs.

5 inf divs (1 to become mech in 1879.
One National Guard bde is incorporated in
1 mech and 3 inf divs).

1 airmobile div.

1 aB div.

1 armed bde.

1 inf bde.

3 armd cav regts.

1 bde in Berlin.

2 special mission bdes.

Army Aviation 1 air cav combat bde, in-
dep bns assigned to Hq for tac tpt and medi-
cal duties.

4 Pershing, 8 Lance ssM bns.

Tanks: some 10,500 med, incl 1,825 M-48AS5,
1,656 M-60, 5,876 M-60A1, 540 M-60A2 with
Shillelagh aTew, 615 M-60A3; 1,600 M-551
Sheridan It tks with Shillelagh.

AFV: some 22,000 M-577, M-114, M-113
APC.
Arty and Msls: about 2,500 1065mm, 155mm
towed guns/how; 4,000 175mm sp guns and
105mm, 1565mm, and 203mm sp how; 3,500
8lmm, 2,000 107mm mor; 6,000 90mm and
106mm Rrcr; TOW, Dragon arcw; Honest
John, Pershing, Lance ssM.

AA arty and SAM: some 600 20mm, 40mm
towed, and sP AA guns; some 20,000 Redeye,
Stinger, Chaparral/Vulcan 20mm aa msl/gun
systems; Nike Hercules and Improved HAWEK
saM (to be replaced by Patriot).

Aircraft/Hel: about 550 ac, incl 200 OV-
1/-10, 350 U-21/C-12; hel incl about 1,000
AH-1G/Q/8, 4,000 UH-1/-19, 15 UH-60A, 500
CH-47/-54, 2,500 OH-6A/58A.

Trainers incl about 200 T-41/-42 ac; 250
TH-55A hel.

(On order: 689 M-60A3, 110 XM-1 med tks,
1,100 M-801 Improved TOW, 550 M-113A1
TOW veh, 450 M-198 156mm, 232 M-100A2/3

156mm sp how, 485 Roland, 795 Improved .
HAWK sam 297 AH-1S, 234 UH-60A hel.)

Deployment: Continental United States:

Strategic Reserve: (i) 1 mech, 1 aB divs, 1
armd bde. (i1) To reinforce Tth Army in
Europe: 2 armd, 2 mech, 3 inf, 1 alrmobile
divs, 1 armd cav regt, 1 inf bde (one armed
div, 1 mech div, 1 armd cav regt have hy
eqpt stockpiled in W. Germany). (iii) Alas-
ka: 1 bde. (lv) Panama: 1 bde.

Europe: 202,400.

(1) Germany: 183,000. 7th Army: 2 corps,
incl 2 armd, 2 mech divs, 1 armd, 2 mech
bdes, plus 2 armd cav regts; 3,000 med tks.
(Includes those stockpiled for the strategic
reserve formatlons.) P

(11) West Berlin: 4,400. HQ elements and
1 inf bde.

(111) Greece: 800.

(iv) Italy: 4,000.

(v) Turkey: 1,000.

Pacific:

(1) South Eorea: 33,400. 1 inf div, 1 ap
arty bde with 12 Improved HAWK btys.

(1) Hawall: 1 Inf div less 1 bde.

Reserves: 534,000.

(1) Army National Guard: 348,000 capable
after mobilization of manning 2 armd, 1
mech, 5 inf divs, 21 indep bdes (3 armd, 8
mech, 10 inf), and 4 armd cav regts, plus re-
inforcements and support units to fill regular
formations. (The 21 indep bdes include 4 in-
dep bdes and 11 bns incorporated in active
army divs.)

(1i) Army Reserves: 186,000 in 12 trg divs,
1 mech, 2 inf indep combat bdes; 49,000 a
year do short active duty.

Marine Corps: 184,000 (5,085 women).

3 divs.

2 sAMm bns with Improved HAWK.

575 M-60A1 med tks; 950 LVTP-7 arc: 1756
mm sp guns; 106mm , 165mm towed, 155 mm,
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203mm sp how; 230 81 mm mor; 106mm
rRoL; TOW, DRAGON arcw, Redeye saM.

3 Air Wings: 392 combat aircraft.

12 Foa skns with 144 F-4/8 with Sparrow
and Sidewinder aAm.

13 roa sqns; 3 with 78 AV-8BA Harrier, 5
with B0 A—4M, 5 with 60 A-GA/E.

1 recce sqn with 10 RF4B.

2 ecm sqns with 20 EA-6B.

2 observation sqns with 36 OV-10A.

3 assault tpt/tanker sqns with 368 KC-
130F/R.

3 attack hel sqns with 54 AH-1J/T.

6 It hel sgqn with 96 UH-1N.

9 med. hel sqns with 162 CH-46F.

6 hy hel sqns with 126 CH-53D.

6 trg sqns with A-4M/TA-4J, A-6C, AV/
TA-8A, F-4J/N ac, CH-46F, CH-53D hel.

Deployment: Pacific: 1 div. 1 air wing.

Reservers: 33,000.

1 div and 1 alr wing: 2 fighter sqns with
24 F—4N, 5 attack sgns wtih 60 A-4E/F, 1 ob-
servation sqn with 18 OV-10A, 1 tpt/tanker
sqn with 12 KC-130, 7 hel sqns (1 attack with
18 AH-1G, 2 hy with 18 CH-53, 3 med with
54 CH-46, 1 1t with 21 UH-1E), 2 tk bns, 1
amph assault bn, 1 sam bn with HAWK, 1
fd arty gp.

Navy: 524,200 (25,2900 women); 180 major
combat surface ships, 80 attack submarines.

Submarines attack: 73 nuclear: 9 Los
Angeles with Harpoon ssm and SUBROC, 52
with SUBROC (1 Lipscomb, 1 Narwhal, 37
Sturgeon, 13 Thresher), 6 Skipjack, T skate.
7 diesel: 3 Barbel, 2 Grayback, 2 Tang.

Aircraft carriers: 13. 3 nuclear: 2 Nimitz
(91,400 tons), 1 Enterprise (89,600 tons). 10
conventional: 4 Kitty and J.F. Kennedy (78/
82,000 tons), 4 Forrestal (76/79,000 tons),
2 Midway (62,200 tons).

These normally carry 1 air wing (70-85 ac)
of 2 fighter sqns with 24 F-14A or 24 F-4J, 3
attack (1 awx, 2 with 24 A-TE, 1 with 10 A-
6E), 1 recce with 3 RA-5C or 3 RF-8G, 2
asw (1 with 10 S-3A ac, 1 with 8 SH-3A/D/
G/H hel), 1 ecm with 4 EA-6B, 1 AEw with 4
E-2B/C, 4 KA-6D tankers, and other speclal-
ist ac.

Other surface ships: B8 nuclear-powercd
ow crulsers with sam, ASROC (3 Virginia, 2
California, 1 Trurun, 1 Long Beach, 1 Brain-
bridge).

20 ow cruisers with sam, ASROC, 8 with 1
hel (8 Belnap, 9 Leahy, 2 Albany, 1 Cleve-
land).

37 ow destroyers with sam, ASROC (10

Coontz, 4F. Sherman, 23 C. F. Adams).

36 gun/asw destroyers, most with sam or
ASROC (21 Spruance, 13F. Sherman/Hull,
1 Gearing).

7 ow frigates with sam, ASROC hel(1 O. H.
Perry, 6 Brooke).

58 gun frigates with ASROC (52 with 1 hel;
468 Knoz, 10 Garcia, 2 Bronstein).

2 Asheville large patrol craft.

1 Pegasus ¢w hydrofoll with Harpoon ssMm.

3 Aggressive ocean minesweepers.

85 amph warfare ships (1 Raleigh, 2 Blue
Ridge comd. 3 Tarawa LHA, T Iwo Jima LPH,
12 Austin, 2 Raleigh 1ep, 5 Anchorage, 8
Thomaston 1Lsp, 20 Newport Lst, 5 Charleston
amph cargo ships).

105 LoU (60 Type 1610, 24 Type 1466, 21
Type 501).

36 replenishment and 47 depot and repair
ships.

(On order or funded; 25 ssN, 1 nuclear
carrler, 1 nuclear 6w cruiser, 11 destroyers, 32
cw frigates, 5 cw hydrofolls, 2 LHA.)

ships in reserve: 3 subs, 6 aircraft carriers,
4 battleships, 7 cruisers, 46 log support, and
41 troop, cargo, and tanker ships. (239 cargo
ships, 162 tankers could be used for auxiliary
sealift.)

Aireraft: 12 attack carrier air wings; some
1,100 combat aircraft. 26 fighter sqns: 14 with
168 F-14A, 12 with 144 F-4.

36 attack sqns: 11 with 110 A-6E, 25 with
300 A-TE.
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5 recce sqns with 30 RA-5C, 30 RF-8G.

24 land-based MR sqns with 260 P-3B/C.

11 asw sqns with 110 S-3A.

13 asw hel sqns with 72 SH-3A/D/G/H.

7 1t asw hel sqns with SH-2F.

17 misc support sqns with 12 C-130F/LC-
130, 7 C-118, 2 C-9B, 16 CT-39, 13 C-131, 6
C-117, 20 C-1, 10 C-2, 26 EA-6B ac; 30 AH-
53D, CH-46, SH-3, SH-2F hel.

38 trg sqns with A-7, A-6, F-4, F-5E, F-14,
E-2, P-3, TA-4J, T-2C, T-34/-39, TS-2A ac,
TH-57A, TH-1L, HH-64, UH-1H, HH-1K hel.

Standard, Bullpup, Shrike asM, Sparrow,
Phoenix aam.

(On order: 12 A-6E, 12 A-TE, 680 F-14A, 24
F-18 fighters, 24 P-3C MR, 12 E-2C AEW acC.)

Deployment and bases (average sirengths
of major combat ships; some in Mediterra-
nean and Western Paclfic based overseas, rest
rotated from US).

Second Fleet (Atlantic): 5 carrlers, 61 sur-
face combatants, Norfolk, Mayport, Roosevelt
Roads (Puerto Rico), Charleston, Philadel-
phia, Brooklyn, New London, Newport, Bos-
ton, Guantanamo Bay (Cuba), Argentia
(Newfoundland), Keflavik (Iceland), Holy
Loch (Scotland).

Third Fleet (Eastern Paclfic) : 4 carriers, 87
surface combatants. Pearl Harbor, S8an Fran-
cisco, San Diego, Long Beach, Adak (Alaska).

Sizth Fleet (Mediterranean): 2 carriers, 16
surface combatants, 1 Marine Amphiblous
Unit (Mav). (Marine Amphiblous Units are
5-7 amph ships with a Marine bn embarked.
Only 1 in Mediterranean and 1 in Pacific are
regularly constituted. 1 Bn Landing Team
(MAU less hel) also deployed in the Pacific; 1
occaslonally formed for the Atlantic.)
Naples (Italy), Rota (Spaln).

Seventh Fleet (Western Paciffic); 2 car-
riers, 10 surface combatants, 1 MmavU, 1 Marine
Bn Landing Team. Yokosuka (Japan), Subic
Bay (Philippines), Apra Harbor (Guam),
Midway.

Reserves: 83,000. Ships In commission with
the Reserve include 28 destroyers, 3 amph
warfare ships, 22 ocean minesweepers.

2 carrler wings; 6 attack sqns with A-7B, 4
fighter with F—4N, 2 recce with RF-8G, 2 asw
with E-2B, 3 electronic with EA-6A, EKA-3.

13 MR Sqns with P-3A.

4 tac spt sqns with 12 C-9B, 30 C-118B.

2 composite sqns with TA-4J.

7 hel sqns: 4 asw with SH-3A/G, 2 1t attack
with HH-1K, 1 sar with HH-3A.

Alr Force: 563,000 (47,096 women); about
3,400 combat aircraft. (Excluding ac in sac
and wNorap; inel ac in anc and Air Force
Reserve.)

Bl Fea sqns: 43 with 1,000 F-4, 3 Wild
Weasel (1 with 24 F-105G, 2 with 48 F-4G),
12 with 282 F-111A/D/E/F, 13 with 312 F-15,
3 with 72 A-7TD, 7 with 112 A-10A.

T tac recce sqns with 192 RF-4C.

3 Awacs sgn with 14 E-3A.

1 defense system evaluation sqn with 21
EB-57 (2 with 40 EF-111A due).

11 tac air control sqns: 6 with 88 OV-10
and O-2E, 1 with 7 EC-130E, 1 with 11 EC-
135 ac, 3 with 27 CH-3 hel.

5 special operations sqns: 4 with 20 AC-
130 ac, 1 with CH-3, UH-1 hel.

4 aggressor trg sqns with 55 F-§E.

17 ocu; 1 with F-16, T with F—4, 1 with F-5,
2 with F-15, 2 with F-101/-106, 3 with A-10,
1 with RF-4C.

1 tac drone sqn with 7 DC-130A.

15 tac alrlift sqns with 231 C-130.

17 hy tpt sqns; 4 with T0 C-5A, 13 with 234
C-141.

5 sar sqns with 30 HC-130 ac, 76 HH-3/-53,
11 HH-1 hel.

3 medical tpt sqns with 23 C-9.

2 weather recce sgns with 14 WC-130, 29
WC-135.

Hel incl 138 UH-1N, 21 HH-3E, 51 HH/CH-
53.

28 trg sqns with F-16B, 300 T-83A, 680 T—
37B, T30 T-38, 113 T-39, 52 T41A/C, 16 T-
43A, C-5A, C-130E, C-141A.
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Standard, Maverick, Shrike ASM, Sparrow,
Sidewinder aam.

(On order: 320 F-16, 138 F-15 fighters, 483
A-10 FGA.)

DEPLOYMENT: Continental United States
(incl Alaska) :

(1) Tactical Air Command: 87,000, 9th and
12th Air Forces, 43 fighter sqns, 5 tac recce
sqns,

(1) Military Alrlift Command (Mac): 64,-
500. 21st and 22nd Alr Forces.

Europe: US Alr Force, Europe (USAFE) : T4,-
300. 3rd Alr Force (Britaln), 16th Air Force
(Spaln; units in Italy, Greece, and Turkey),
17th Alr Force (Germany and Netherlands).
1 ap sqn in Iceland; 28 fighter sqns (plus 5§
in US on call) with 108 A-10, 204 F-4C/D/E,
20 F-5E, 72 F-15, 156 F-111E/F,; 3 tac recce
sqns (plus 3 in US on call) with 60 R¥F-4C;
2 tac alrlift sqns (plus 6 in US on call) with
32 C-130.

Pacific: Paclfic Alr Forces (PacaFr): 23,000.
6th Alr Force (Japan, Okinawa, 1 wing In
Korea), 13th Air Force (FPhilippines). 10
fighter sqns, 1 tac recce sqn, 1 spec ops sqn.

RESERVES: 147,000.

(1) Alr National Guard: 93,000; about 800
combat aircraft.

10 interceptor sqns; 30 fighter sqns (4 with
80 F-105B/D, 8 with 160 F—4C, 14 with 320
A-TD, 2 with 40 A-10, 2 with 49 A-37B); 9
recce sqns (1 with 20 RF-101C, 8 with 135
RF-4C); 19 tac tpt sqns (18 with 150 C-130A/
B/H, 1 with 16 C-TA); 6 tac air spt sqns with
120 O-2A; 13 tanker sqns with 104 KC-135,
1 Ecm sqn with 10 C/EC-121; 2 special elec-
tronics sqns with 20 EB-57B, EC-130; 2 sar
sqns with 8 HC-130 ac, HH/-3 hel.

(1) Air Force Reserve: 54,000; about 180
combat alreraft.

8 fighter sqns (3 with 69 F-105D, 4 with 90
A-37B, 1 with 20 F-4); 17 tac tpt sqns (11
with 121 C-130/A/B, 4 with 64 C-128K, 2
with 32 C-7); 1 aew sqn with 10 EC-121, 1
recce drone sqn with DC-130 ac, 7/CH-3 hel;
3 tanker sqns with 24 KC-135; 1 speical oper-
ations sqn with 10 AC-130; 4 sar sqns (2 with
13 HC-130 ac, 2 with 20 HH-3E, HH-1H hel);
1 weather recce sqn with 4 WC-130. 18 Re-
serve Assoclate Military Alrlift sqns (person-
nel only) : 4 tpt for C-5A, 13 tpt for C-141A,
1 aero medical for COA.

(i11) Civil Reserve Ailr Fleet: 385 long-
range commerical ac (113 cargo-convertible,
272 passenger) .

THE SOVIET UNION

Population: 261,300,000.

Military service: Army and Alr Force 2
years, Navy and Border Guards 2-3 years.

Total armed forces: 3.658,000. (Excludes
some 500,000 internal security forces, rall-
road, and construction troops.)

Estimated enp 1977: 516 bn roubles, (See
“Foreword,” p. 61. Officlal exchange rate 1977,
81 =0.661 roubles.)

Estimated defence expenditure 1979: see
essay on following page.

Strategic Nuclear Forces: (For character-
istics of muclear delivery vehicles, see Table
1, pp. 130-131.)

Offensive:

(a) Navy: 1,028 sLeM in 90 subs.

9 D-III sseN, each with 16 SS-N-18 (more
building).

5 D-II sseN, each with 16 SS-N-8.

15 D-I ssBN, each with 12 88-N-8.

34 Y-class ssBN: 33 with 16 SS-N-6 Sawfly,
1 with 12 88-N-17.

1 H-IIT ssex with 6 S5-N-8.

(The following 78 launchers are not con-
sidered strategic missiles under the terms of
the Strategic Arms Limitations [Interim]
Agreement:)

7 H-II sseN, each with 3 88-N-5 Serb.

13 G-II dlesel, each with 3 S8-N-5.

6 G-I diesel, each with 3 S8-N-4 Sark.

(b) Strategic Rocket Forces (smrrF): 375,000.
{The srr and PVO-Strany, separate services,
have their own manpower.)




December 3, 1979

ICBM: about 1,308. 100 S8-8 Scarp (con-
verting to S8-18). 638 85-11 Sego (convert-
ing to 88-17 and S85-19). 60 S58-13 Savage.
100 S8-17. 200 SS5-18. 300 S58-19.

IRBM and MRBM:@ some T10 deployed
(most in Western USSR, rest east of Urals).
00 88-5 Skean meM. 120 85-20 meM (mobile).
500 SS-4 Sandal MrBM.

(c) Long-Range Air Force (LRAF): about
850 aircraft. (About 76 percent based in the
European USSR, most of the remainder in
the Far East; there are also staging and dis-
persal points in the Arctic.)

Long-range bombers: 156. 113 Tu-85 Bear
A/B, 43 Mya-4 Bison.

Medium-range bombers: 503. 318 Tu-16
Badger, 135 Tu-22 Blinder, 50 Tu-22M Back-
fire B (all with asm).

Tankers: 53. 9 Tu-16 Badger, 44 Mya-4
Bison.

ECM: 100 Tu-16 Badger.

Recce: 35. 4 Tu-95 Bear, 18 Tu-16 Badger,
13 Tu-22 Blinder.

Defensive:

Air Defence Force (PVO-Strany) 550,000:
early warning and control systems, with 7,000
early warning and ground control intercept
(Ew/ccr) radars; interceptor sgqns and sam
units.

Aireraft: about 2,600, Interceptors: incl
some 80 MiG-17 Fresco, 500 Su-8 Fishpot B,
Bu-11 Fishpot C, 820 Yak-28P Firebar, 150
Tu-28P Fiddler, 850 Su-15 Flagon A/D/E/F,
400 MiG-23 Flogger B, 300 MiG-25 Fozbat A.

Alrborne Warning and Control Aircraft: 10
modified Tu-126 Moss, 8 I1-76.

Trg ac incl 40 Su-11, 120 Su-15, 20 MiG-15,
60 MiG-17, 50 MiG-28, §0 MiG-25, 10 Yak-28.

ABM: 64 ABM-1 Galosh, 4 sites around
Moscow, with Try Add engagement radars.
Target acquisition and tracking by phased-
array Dog House and Cat House, early warn-
ing by phased-array Hen House radar on
Soviet borders. Range of Galosh believed
over 200 miles; warheads nuclear, presum-
ably MT range.

SAM:

Fired-site Systems: some 10,000 launchers,
at over 1,000 sites. SA-1 Guild, SA-2 Guide-
line, 8A-3 Goa, SA-56 Gammon. (Development
of SA-X-10 continues.)

Army: 1,825,000.

47 tk divs.

118 motor rifle divs.

8 am divs.

Tanks: 50,000 IS-2/-3, T-10, T-10M, hy,
T-54/-55/-62/-64/-72 med (most fitted for
deep wading), and PT-76 It.

AFV. 55,000 BRDM scout cars; BMP MiIcv;
BTR-40/-50/-60/-152, OT-64, MT-LB, BMD

Artillery: 20,000 100mm, 122mm, 130mm,
152mm, 180mm, and 203mm fd guns/how,
122mm, 152mm sp guns; 7,200 82mm, 120mm,
160mm, and 240mm mor; 2,700 122mm, 140-
mm, 240mm multiple rr; 10,800 76mm, 85mm,
and 100 mm towed and ASU-57/-85 sp ATK

guns; Swatter,
Spiral aTcw.

AA Artillery: 9,000 23mm and 57mm towed,
Z8U-23+4, Z8U-57-2 sP guns.

SAM (mobile systems) : SA—4 Ganef, SA-6
Gainful SA-T Grail, SA-8 Gecko, SA-9 Gas-
kin SA-11.

SSM (nuclear capable): about 1,300
launchers (units organic to formations), inecl.
FROG, 85-21, Scud A/B, 88-12 Scaleboard.

Deployment and Strength:

Central and Eastern Europe: 31 divs: 20
(10 tk) in East Germany, 2 tk in Poland, 4
(2 tk) in Hungary, 5 (2 tk) in Czechoslo-
vakia; 10,600 med and hy tks. (Excluding
from the area tks in reserve, replaced by new
ones but not withdrawn.)

European USSR (Baltic, Byelorussian, Car-
pathian, Kiev, Leningrad, Moscow, and
Odessa Military Districts (mMp)): 66 divs
(about 23 tk).

Ceniral USSR (Volga, Ural mp): 6 divs
(1 tk).

Sagger, Spigot, Spandrel,
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Southern USSR (North Caucasus, Trans-
Caucasus, Turkestan mp): 24 divs (1 tk).

Sino-Soviet border (Central Asian, Sibe-
rian, Transbaikal, and Far East Mp) : 46 divs
(about 6 tk), incl 3 in Mongolia.

Soviet divs have three degrees of combat
readiness:

Category 1, between three-quarters and
full strength, with complete eqpt; Category 2,
between half and three-quarters strength,
complete with fighting vehicles; Category 3.
about one-quarter strength, possibly com-
plete with fighting vehicles (some obsoles-
cent).

The 21 divs in Eastern Europe are Category
1. About half those in European USSR and
the Far East are in Category 1 or 2. Most of
the divs in Central and Southern USSR are
likely to be Category 3. Tk divs in Eastern
Europe have over 320 med tks, motor rifle
divs up to 265, but elsewhere holdings may
be lower,

Navy: 433,000, incl 58,000 Naval Air Force,
12,000 Naval Infantry, and 8,000 Coast Arty
and Rocket Troops; 2756 major surface com-
bat ships, 248 attack and cruise-missile subs
(87 nuclear, 162 diesel). A further 20 major
surface combat ships and 115 attack sub-
marines are in reserve.

Submarines, attack:

41 nuclear: 13 N-, 17 V-I-, 6 V-II-, 5 E-,
1 A-class.

138 dlesel: 60 F-, 1 G-, 10 R-, 10 Z-IV-,
40 W-, 4 B-, 8 T-, 5 coastal Q-class.

Submarines, cruise missile:

45 nuclear: 1 P-class (10 unidentified
msls), 15 C-class (8 S8-N-T Siren each), 20
E-II (8 S8-N-3 Shaddock each).

24 diesel: 16 J-class (4 SS-N-3 each), 6
W-Long Bin (4 85-N-3 each), 2 W-Twin
Cylinder (2 85-N-3 each).

Surface Ships:

2 Kiev carriers (43,000 tons) with ssm,
saM, SUW-N-1 ssm/asw msl launcher, 12
vroL ac, 20 hel (2 building).

2 Moskva asw hel crulsers with sam, SUW-
N-1 launcher, 18 Ea-25 hel.

16 asw cruisers with sam, SS5-N-14 AsMm
msls, 1 hel; 6 Kara (more bullding), 10
Kresta-II.

8 ow cruisers with ssm, sam: 4 Kresta-I
(with 1 hel), 4 Kynda.

11 cruisers: 10 Sverdlov (3 with sam, 1
with hel), 1 Chapaev (trg).

50 asw destroyers with sam: 23 Krivak-I/-
II (with S85-N-14 asw msls, more bullding), 8
Kanin, 19 Kashin ( 5 with ssm).

50 destroyers: 4 Kildin (with ssm), 8 modi-
fied Kotlin (with sam), 18 Kotlin, 20 Skory.

186 frigates: 20 Mirka, 48 Petya, 35 Riga, 32
Grisha (with sam), 1 Koni (with san).

143 Fac(m)s: 18 with ssm, sam (17 Na-
nuchka, 1 Sarancha hydrofoil), 125 with ssm
(70 Osa-I, 50 Osa-II, 5 Matka).

90 Fac(p) (70 Stenka, 20 Pchela hydro-
folls<).

80 Fac(T) (30 Turya hyrofolls, 45 Shershen,
15 P-6<).

124 large patrol craft (64 Poti, 60 SO1).

25 Zhuk coastal patrol craft<.

About 160 ocean minesweepers (25 Natya,
50 Yurka, 20T58, 60 T43, 5 T43/GR).

About 140 coastal and inshore minesweep-
ers (4 Zhenya, 70 Vanya, 20 Sonya, 16 Sasha,
30 Evgenya<).

About 100 minesweeping boats < (8 Ilusha,
2 Olya, 20 TRAO, 70 E2).

About 85 amph ships, incl 1 Ivan Rogov,
14 Alligator, 11 Ropocha rLsT (more building),
59 Polnoeny Lot

About 70 Lcu (30 Vydra, 40 SMB1).

61 hovercraft (16 Aist, 11 Lebed<, 35
Gus<).

85 underway replenishment oilers, 40 oflers,
25 supply ships, 145 fleet spt ships.

54 intelligence collection vessels (AGI).

Ships in reserve, 10 Z-; 90 W-, 15 Q-class
subs, 2 Sverdlov cruisers, 15 Skory destroyers,
12 Riga frigates, 35 T43 minesweepers.

Naval Alr Force: some 870 combat aircraft.
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30 Tu-22M Backfire B strike bbrs with asm.

295 Tu-16 Badger C/G med bbrs with asm.

40 Tu-22 Blinder C med bbrs, MR, ECM ac.

Some 30 Yak-36 Forger MP vroL ¥Ga, 30
Fitter C FGA.

40 Tu-16 Badger D/F recce. 30 Tu-16 Ecm
ac.

215 Mr ac: 45 Tu-95 Bear D, 30 Bear F, 50
I1-38 May, 90 Be-12 Mail amphibians.

80 Tu-16 Badger tankers.

Some 275 asw hel: 25 Mi-14 Haze, 250 Ea-
25 A/B Hormone.

280 misc tpts and trainers.

Naval Infantry (Marines) : 12,000.

5 naval Inf regts, each of 3 inf, 1 tk bn, one
assigned to each of Northern, Baltlec, and
Black Sea fleets, two to Pacific leet. T-54/-56
med, PT-76 1t tks; BTR-60P, BMP-76 APc;
BM-21 122mm RL; Z8U-23-4 sP AA guns; SA-9
SAM.

Coastal Artillery and Rocket Troops:

Hy coastal guns, S8-C-1B Sepal ssm (sim-
ilar to S8-N-3) to protect approaches to
naval bases and major ports.

Deployment and bases (average strengths,
excluding ssen and units in reserve) :

Northern Fleet: 120 subs, 70 major surface
combat ships. Severomorsk (HqQ), Archan-
gelsk, Polyarny, Severodvinsk.

Baltic Fleet: 30 subs, 50 major surface com-
bat ships, Baltilsk (mq), Kronstadt Tallin,
Lepaia.

Black Sea Fleet (incl Casplan Flotilla and
Mediterranean Squadron) : 25 subs, 756 major
surface combat ships. BSevastopol (HQ),
Tuapse, Poti, Nikolayev.

Pacific Fleet: T5 subs, 70 major surface
combat ships, Viadivostok (HqQ), Nakhodka,
Sovyetskaya Gavan, Magadan, Petropavlovsk.

Air Force: 475,000; about 4,350 combat alr-
craft. (Excluding PVO-Strany and Long-
Range Air Force.)

Tactical Air Force: aircraft incl 60 Yak-28
Brewer, 220 Su-T0 Fitter A, 1400 MiG 23/-27
Flogger B/D, about 1,000 MiG-21 Fishbed
J/E/L/N, 640 Su-17 Fitter C/D, 230 Su-19
Fencer A FGa; about 250 Beagle, Brewer, 170
MiG-25 Forbat B/D, 300 Fishbed recce; 60
Brewer E, 6 An-12 Cub ECM ac; 230 tpts;
3,460 hel, incl 800 Mi-1/-2, 130 Mi-4, 470
Mi-6, 1,470 Mi-8, 10 Mi-10, 580 Mi-24 Hind,
1,100 tac trg ac.

Air Transport Force: about 1,200 aircraft,
incl 50 An-8, 560 An-12 Cub, 70 An-24/26
Coke/Curl, 130 I1-14 Crate, 15 I1-18 Coot, 2
11-62 Classic, 50 I1-76 Candid, 60 Li-2 Cab,
10 Tu-104 Camel, 8 Tu-134 Crusty med, 50
An-22 Cock hy.

1,300 Civil Aeroflot med- and long-range
ac avallable to supplement military airlift.

Deployment:

16 Tactical Air Armies: 4 (1,700 ac) in
Eastern Europe and 1 in each of 12 mp in
the USSR.

Reserves (all services):

Sovlet conscripts have a Reserve obliga-
tion to age 50. Total Reserves could be
25,000,000, of which some 5,000,0000 have
served in last five years.

Para-Military Forces: 460,000.

200,000 ®GB border troops, 260,000 mvp
security troops. Border troops equipped with
tks, sP guns, AFv, ac, and ships; Mvp with
tks and AFv. Part-time military training or-
ganization (posaar) conducts such actlv-
ities as athletics, shooting, parachuting, and
pre-military training given to those of 15
and over in schools, colleges, and workers'
centres. Claimed active membership 80 mil-
lion, with 5 million instructors and actlvists;
effectives likely to be much fewer.

SOVIET DEFENCE EXPENDITURE

No single figure for Soviet defence expen-
diture can be glven, since precision is not
possible on the basis of present knowledge.
The declared Soviet defence budget is

thought to exclude a number of elements
such as military R&D, stockpiling, and civil
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defence—Indeed some contend that 1t covers
only the operating and military construction
costs of the armed forces.

Furthermore, Soviet pricing practices are
quite different from those in the West. Ob-
jectives are set in real terms with no require-
ment for money prices to coinclde with the
real costs of goods and services. The rouble
cost of the defence effort may thus not re-
flect the real cost of alternative production
forgone and, in turn, a rouble value of de-
fence expressed as a percentage of Soviet
GNP measured in roubles may not reflect
the true burden.

Defense expenditure
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If rouble estimates are then converted
into dollars to facllitate international com-
parisons, the difficulties are compounded,
because the exchange rate chosen should
relate the purchasing power of a rouble In
the Soviet Unlon to that of a dollar in the
USA. The officlal exchange rate is considered
inadequate for this purpose, and there is
no consensus on an alternative.

An alternative approach—estimating how
much it would cost to produce and man the
equlvalent of the Soviet defence effort in
the USA—produces the Index number prob-
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lem: faced with the American price struc-
ture, the Soviet Union might opt for a pat-
tern of spending different from her present
one. This particular method tends to over-
state the Soviet defence effort relative to
that of the USA.

Accordingly, the estimates produced by
& number of methods are given below, both
in roubles and dollars, together with official
figures for the defence budget published by
the Soviet Union. Estimates produced by
China are also given but their basis is not
known. :

1970-78

1975

Source

Billions of roubles:
ClA1 1970 50-55
12-19
67-76
7.5

Current 17.4

an
1978 growth rate

55-61 5 11-13

Percent Burden
nual (percent

of GNP) Source

14-15

it
NA

i Estimated Soviet Defense Spending in Roubles. CIA SR 78-10121, June 1978.
2 FYP"', Osteuropa Wirtschaft. No. 4, 1977;
W. T. Lee, The Estimation of Soviet Defense Expenditures, 1955-75: An Unconventional Approach

W. T. Lee, ‘Soviet Defense Expenditures in the 10th

(New York: Praeger, 1977).
1 Pekin
¢ Official declared budget.

Review, November 1975, January 1976. Extrapolation to 1978 using their growth rate.

Defense expenditure 1970-78
Percent
annual

1978 growth rate

1970

1975 of GNP)

105 120
66-99  105-108
80-105 97-133

148
148
116-154

o BRI

Janua
¢ lhif; 1978 prices converte

extrapolation. @

1979. 1970 and 1975 ﬁg

7 W. T. Lee, ""Soviet Defense Expenditures'” in W,
& Military Budgets, issues for fiscal year 1977 (New York: Crane Russak, 1976). 1978 figures by

* A Dollar Cost Comparison of Soviet and U.S. Defense Activites 1967-1978, CIA SR 79-10002,
ures taken from diagram
to current ones usingcwholasalo price index.

hneider and F. P. Hoeber (ecl?i Arms, Man

STATE TURNBACK AMENDMENT TO
WINDFALL PROFIT TAX

® Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, sometime

in the next few days during considera-

tion of the windfall profit tax, I intend to
call up an amendment (No. 682) which
has important implications for each

State.

It would simply use a portion of the
windfall profit tax revenue to fund a
declining, 5-year program of block grants
apportioned to States to help offset State
transportation revenue losses resulting
from the decontrol of oil prices and other
Federal energy conservation measures.
The funds would have to be used for
energy conserving projects.

This is a program of short duration,
requiring no additional funding in-
creases, limited to energy-conserving
projects, and easing for States the fi-
nancial disruption caused by the decon-
trol of oil prices. I am delighted that
Senator McGovery has become a co-
sponsor.

Mr. President, in order that my col-
leagues can gain a better understanding
of this amendment, I ask that a series
of “Questions and Answers,” together
with a “Dear Colleague” Iletter, be
printed in the RECORD.

The material follows:

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON THE PERCY
AMENDMENT To ProviDE GRANTS FOR EN-
ERGY-CONSERVING TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS
1. Isn’t this amendment just another form

of revenue sharing?

This amendment differs from revenue
sharing in several important ways, First,
funds are not available for a broad array of
purposes as in revenue sharing. Instead, the
funds are limited to a narrow, specific use:
the financing of energy-conserving trans-
portation projects. In addition, this amend-
ment is only temporary: it is designed to
give states funding aid for a short period
of time while they make the needed adjust-
ments to their own state and local revenue
mechanisms,

2. Does every State recelve a portion of
these funds?

Yes, funds are distributed to every state,
to the District of Columbia and to Puerto
Rico.

3. Doesn’'t the lion's share of these funds
go to the most populous States to the detri-
ment of the smaller States?

Funds are apportioned by a formula in-
corporating existing, established distribu-
tion factors such as area, population and
highway mileage. While the most populous
states generally receive larger apportion-
ments, these states also consume the most
transportation energy and thus have the
greatest opportunities for major energy-
conserving projects.

4. Can these funds be used for improve-
ments to coal-impacted roads?

The amendment expressly states that the
funds may be used to improve coal-impacted
roads and rall-highway crossings.

5. Is this an appropriate action for the
Senate to take at this time?

Yes, it is an appropriate actlon, given the
widening gap between the cost of energy-
conserving transportation projects and the
ability of states to fund such projects. In
1977, I introduced and the Senate adopted
an amendment very similar to that under
consideration today. The major difference is
that this new amendment is restricted to
those transportation projects which are en-
ergy-conserving. Although the 1977 bill never
became law, the need for such a program is
still with us. At the time of the original
amendment, the states had lost $2.3 billion
in anticipated gas tax revenues as a result of
declining gasoline consumption following the
Arab oll embargo. Today that amount has
risen to 84 billion, and the trend is expected
to accelerate as additional fuel conservation
measures take effect. Ultimately, states will
have to adjust their revenue mechanisms to
replace gas tax losses. This amendment gives
them the opportunity to make such adjust-
ments in an orderly fashion, without neglect-
ing needed improvements to facilitate fuel
conservation.

6. How will these dollars be spent?

The funds will be used for energy-con-
serving transportation projects. Typical types
of projects include channelization of traffic;
improved traffic control signalization; pref-

erential treatment for mass transit and other
high occupancy vehicles; passenger loading
areas and facllities; fringe and corridor park-
ing facilities; encouragement of car pools and
van pools; resurfacing, restoring and reha-
bilitating Federal-aid highways; and various
public transit improvements.

7. Wouldn't these funds be better spent
for other more energy-efficient purposes?

‘While a variety of conservation efforts are
needed to achieve all potential conservation
opportunities, transportation, as a major con-
sumer of petroleum, is an especially appro-
priate focus. Currently, transportation ac-
counts for 65 percent of the nation's total
petroleum consumption. Hence, there are ex-
tensive opportunities for reducing our petro-
leum consumption through a variety of
transportation improvements.

8. Does this amendment create a need for
more taxes beyond those raised by the wind-
fall profits tax?

No, this amendment could be financed en-
tirely within the revenues ralsed by the
Windfall Profits Tax.

9. Why should the Senate consider such an
amendment (l.e., what is the need for this
program) ?

Transportation accounts for 556 percent of
the nation’s petroleum use, and energy-con-
serving transportation projects to improve
the efficiency of the transportation system
can greatly contribute to the national objec-
tive of reduclng petroleum consumption.
However, many states can no longer afford
even to maintain their existing systems in
an efficlent condition, much less to make ad-
ditional energy-conserving improvements.
Since 1974, states have lost billions of dol-
lars in anticipated motor fuel tax revenues
as a result of fuel conservation measures.
This trend is expected to accelerate as addi-
tional conservation measures take effect. At
the same time, the costs of transportation
maintenance and improvements have sky-
rocketed far outstripping funding resources.
This amendment would provide temporary
aid to the states, giving them time to re-
vamp their revenue structures without slash-
ing programs and providing the wherewithal
to undertake energy-conserving transporta-
tion initiatives.

10. How would the funding mechanism
work?
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Funds would be appropriated annually
from the Windfall Profits Tax Revenues. The
funds would then be apportioned quarterly
to all states based on an average of existing
apportionment factors for major highway
programs (the Primary, Secondary, Urban,
and Bridge programs).

11. What funding level is contemplated?

A total of $1.9 billion is reserved for this
program, $500 million in each of the first and
the second years, $400 million in the third
year, $300 million in the fourth year and $200
million in the fifth year.

12. How is the distribution formula de-
rived?

Funds are apportioned to the states based
on an average of existing apportionment fac-
tors for major highway programs (the Pri-
mary, Secondary, Urban and Bridge pro-
grams). These factors are derived from such
data as area, population and highway mile-
age. The advantage of this distribution ap-
proach is that it relies on established, well-
accepted funding distribution formulas.

13. How does It work in regard to the wind-
fall profits tax? If there is no tax, does that
mean there is no turnback?

Funds would come entirely from Windfall
Profits Tax revenues, so if there is no tax,
there will be no block grant program.

14. Why should the revenues be specifically
reserved for this program? Why not just put
them In the Treasury?

The major portion of the Windfall Profits
Tax revenues should be specifically ear-
marked for various energy-related programs.
Transportation, as a major consumer of pe-
troleum, is a particularly appropriate target
for such funds since it holds so great a po-
tential for reducing fuel consumption. In
addition, because fuel conservation measures
have drastically reduced state motor fuel tax
revenues, it is appropriate for the Windfall
Profits Tax revenues to be used to finance a
temporary program of transition aid while
states adjust their revenue mechanisms.

15. Are there really $1.9 billion in useful
energy savings projects, or is this just a give-
away to the States?

Transportation accounts for 559 of the na-
tion's petroleum use. Private automobiles
alone account for about 34% of our total pe-
troleum consumption. Obviously, the poten-
tial for savings in fuel consumption is sub-
stantial. The Administration has called for a
transportation energy conservation program
of over $1 billion per year, or more than 85
billion during the life of this amendment.

16, Shouldn't the money be designed ex-
clusively for transit rather than just any
project?

Funds in this program are earmarked for
energy-conserving projects and may not be
used for any other type of project. Transit is
only one area of transportation where signif-
icant conservation can be obtained. The vast
majority of trips even in large urban areas
are made by auto, normally in an energy in-
tensive manner, so great potential exists to
dramatically reduce energy consumption
through traffic and highway improvements.

17. Will projects have to meet other Fed-
eral project requirements?

Where dollars are used to match federal
program dollars, federal program require-
ments would have to be followed.

18. Shouldn't grants go to cities rather
than States since most energy-efficient proj-
ects are in urban transit and highway im-
provements?

The state grant approach is preferable for
8 number of reasons. First, not all projects
for promoting energy-efficlent transportation
are located within the cities. Second, al-
though cities will have important responsi-
bilities in initiating and developing project
proposals, states are in the best position to
assess and prioritize projects from thraough-
out the state. Third, dispersing the funds
among the nation's nearly 280 urbanized
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areas could severely dilute the eflectiveness
of the program. Finally, a major purpose of
the program Is to ease the impacts of reduced
motor fuel tax revenues following energy
conservation res. It is the states which
are hardest hit by these reductions.

19. Wouldn't we save money by just en-
forcing 556 mph?

The Surface Transportation Assistance Act
adopted by Congress last year contained sev-
eral provisions to strengthen 55 mph en-
forcement. However, stricter enforcement is
not the only answer. There are numerous
other transportation improvements which
can be made to foster fuel conservation.

20. Isn't it more important to use funds
for new energy development rather than con-
servation efforts?

Both new energy development and energy
conservation are essential to meet short and
long-term mnational energy objectives. Be-
cause of the lead-time required to develop
new energy sources, the continued conserva-
tion of existing fuel is crucial.

U.S. SENATE,
November 28, 1979.

DEAaR CoLLEAGUE: While federal efforts to
cut gasoline waste are beginning to have the
desired eflfect on gasoline consumption in
this country, they also are beginning to im-
pact adversely on the amount of state reve-
nues traditlionally drawn from this source. It
i1s estimated that for every gallon saved,
states lose an average of 8 cents in state
revenues, with a possible loss of $20 to 830
billion nationwide through 1985. Some states
are already experiencing revenue shortfalls
of up to $800 million & year. Furthermore, be-
cause petroleum products have increased in
cost, the states must bear an additional bur-
den in the purchase of petroleum-based ma-
terials such as tar and asphalt used for high-
way maintenance and repalr.

I belleve that, if the Congress imposes a
windfall profit tax, it should also consider
reserving a portion of the money earned
through the tax to alleviate this condition,
as such a conservation measure would in-
crease the fiscal pressure on states already
subject to conflicting budgetary demands.
The ald I am proposing to states will not
mean new road construction, for I do not in-
tend to encourage new gasoline use. But road
repair is vital. If conservation means that
states cannot maintain their roads, it gives
them the incentive not to cooperate in im-
plementing conservation measures.

This proposal is similar to a provision I
proposed in 1977 which was adopted by the
Senate during consideration of earlier energy
legislation. Under that provision, the states
would have been apportioned $400 million
per year for four years. However, unlike the
earlier Senate provision, this new proposal
would require that funds be used for energy
conserving projects and projects would be
so certified to the Secretary of Transporta-
tion.

During consideration of the energy tax bill
I will offer the attached amendments to
either reserve or authorize £1.9 billion for
state road repair and related programs,
should the windfall profit tax bill be enacted.
The program would distribute the money ac-
cording to the existing formulae for non-
interstate highway ald. Money would be ear-
marked for resurfacing, rehabilitation, and
reconstruction as defined under the Highway
Trust Fund. States could not construct new
roads with it.

I attach both the amendments and a table
showing the percent distribution by state.
Please contact me or have your staff contact
Chris Palmer (41462) if you wish to co-
sponsor, or if you would like further informa-
tion.

Sincerely,
CHARLES H. PERCY,
U.S. Senator.
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ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF BLOCK GRANTS TO STATES

[Based on fiscal year 1980 noninterstate highway apportion-
ments (FAP, FAS, FAU, HBRRP)|
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AMENDMENT No. 682
(Purpose: To reserve funds for certain
transportation purposes)
On page 97, insert the following between
lines 9 and 10:

Sec. 105. Reservation of funds for payments
to States for energy-conserving
transportation projects.

(a) Finpincs.—The Congress finds that—

(1) transportation is a major consumer of
petroleum-based energy, and energy-con-
serving transportation projects to improve
the efficiency of the transportation system
can greatly contribute to the national
objective of reducing petroleum energy
consumption;

(2) transportation energy conservation
efforts have severely decreased the growth of
motor fuel tax revenues Iin fiscal years 1974
through 1979 resulting in a loss of billions
of dollars in State revenues and in a projec-
tion of additional losses of billions of dollars
in fiscal years 1980 through 1984;

(38) increases in costs for highway con-
struction have far outstripped the growth
of motor fuel tax revenues and are expected
to continue to do so as a result of increased
prices for petroleum products; and

(4) limited State motor fuel tax revenues
are preventing States from adequately main-
talning and preserving the existing trans-
portation network in an energy-efficlent con-
dition and from making transportation
improvements which would contribute to
energy conservation.

(b) ReservaTION OF FUNDS.—The Secretary
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of the Treasury shall reserve an amount
not to exceed 500,000,000 for fiscal year
1980, £500,000,000 for fiscal year 1981,
$400,000,000 for fiscal year 1982, £300,000,000
for fiscal year 1983 and £200,000,000 for fiscal
year 1984 from the receipts of the tax imposed
by section 4689 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 for the purposes of this section.

() PAYMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Trans-
portation shall make quarterly payments
during each of the fiscal years 1980, 1981,
1982, 1983 and 1984 to each State in an
amount equal to one-fourth of the amount
which is apportioned to that State for that
fiscal year under paragraph (2).

(2) AprPORTIONMENT.—The Secretary of
Transportation shall apportion to each State
for each fiscal year an amount which bears
the same ratio to the total funds made avall-
able under this section for that fiscal year
as the amount apportioned to that state
during that fiscal year under section 144(e)
and paragraphs (1), (2), and (6) of section
104(b) of title 23, United States Code, bears
to the amount apportioned to all States
under such sections during that fiscal year.

(d) Use oF PAYMENTS.—A State shall use
any amount received under this section only
for energy-conserving transportation proj-
ects, including projects for channelization
of traffic, improved traffic control signaliza-
tion, preferential treatment for mass tran-
sit and other high occupancy vehicles, pas-
senger loading areas and facilities, fringe
and corridor parking facilities, and encour-
agement of the use of car pools and van
pools; projects for resurfacing, restoring, and
rehabilitating Federal-ald highways; projects
for coal-impacted roads and rail highway
crossings; and projects eligible under sec-
tions 3, 18 and 21 of the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1864, For each project re-
ceiving funds under this section, the State
shall certify to the Secretary of Transporta-
tion that the project Is an energy-conserving
project. The Secretary of Transportation
shall not approve any project under this
section for which the State has failed to
make such certification.g

MANDATORY CONSERVATION
AMENDMENT TO WINDFALL
PROFIT BILL

® Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I am
pleased to announce that Senators HarT,
Javirs, and Percy have cosponsored
amendment No. 701 to H.R. 3919, the
Crude Oil Windfall Profit Tax Act of
1979.

This amendment establishes a man-
datory conservation program to reduce
national consumption of petroleum prod-
ucts by at least 5 percent. The 5 percent
conservation goal approximates the per-
centage Iranian oil imports have repre-
sented in relation to total U.S. oil con-
sumption. The target is established to
alleviate the anticipated shortage by
conservation, rather than through re-
sort to the spot market to make up the
loss, which would defeat the spirit, if not
the purpose, of the embargo.

The conservation program itself is
adapted from title IT of the Emergency
Energy Conservation Act of 1979 (Public
Law 96-102; enacted November 5, 1979).
Title IT of the act provides for an emer-
gency energy conservation program
whereby the President is authorized to
establish conservation targets for each
State, and each State is required to im-
plement an approved State conservation
plan. If the State plan does not meet the
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conservation target, then a standby Fed-
eral plan could be imposed. This standby
Federal conservation plan is not related
to the standby motor fuel rationing man-
dated by title I of the Emergency En-
ergy Conservation Act.

Amendment No. 701 would require the
President to establish a conservation tar-
get of not less than 5 percent for the
reduction of petroleum products con-
sumption. The mandated conservation
targets would then be implemented in
precisely the manner prescribed by title
II of the Emergency Energy Conserva-
tion Act. The act itself would not be
amended by the Weicker amendment, but
its provisions would be incorporated into
a mandatory conservation program.

Mr. President, this amendment re-
quires mandatory conservation, but as-
sures equity and flexibility in the imple-
mentation of the program. Two features
of the mandatory conservation program
which should be emphasized are:

First. Section 511 requires the Presi-
dent to establish monthly conservation
targets of not less than 5 percent for the
use of petroleum produects for the Na-
tion generally and for each State. The
State targets are be computed by apply-
ing no less than a 5-percent reduction
to a base period consumption of pe-
troleum products. The base period con-
sumption would be calculated by deter-
mining the State’s petroleum consump-
tion in the 12-month period prior to
November 1, 1979 (that is, immediately
prior to the takeover of the American
Embassy in Tehran) as modified to re-
flect the trends in the State’s use of pe-
troleum products during the 3-year pe-
riod prior to November 1, 1979. The
President would be able to adjust the
base period consumption figure to in-
sure the objectives of section 4(b) (1) of
the Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act
of 1973. This is intended to protect, to
the maximum extent practicable, of pub-
lic health, safety, welfare, and the na-
tional defense. In addition, adjustment
may be to take into account reduction
in petroleum consumption already
achieved, petroleum shortages which
may affect petroleum consumption, and
variations in weather from seasonal
norms. Therefore, States which have al-
ready achieved significant conservation
through State initiatives will not be pe-
nalized, likewise market distortions and
adverse weather conditions will be also
factored into the base period consump-
tion figure.

Second. Section 512 requires the Gov-
ernor of each State to submit a State
petroleum conservation plan no later
than 45 days after publication in the
Federal Register of the 5-percent con-
servation target for that State. This date
may be extended by the Secretary of
Energy for good cause shown.

Each State plan must provide for a
reduction in the public and private use
of petroleum products. The plan may
permit those affected by it to use al-
ternative means of conserving at least
as much petroleum as would be con-
served under the State’s program, pro-
vided the Secretary of Energy approves
of the State’s procedures for the approval
and enforcement of the alternative. The
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plan must contain adequate assurances
that the provisions contained in it will
be effectively implemented, either by
measures authorized under State law or
by measures for which the governor seeks
a delegation of Federal authority to ad-
minister and enforce.

Within 30 days after receipt of the
State plan, the Secretary of Energy shall
review the plan and approve it unless he
finds that, taken as a whole, “the plan is
not likely to achieve the conservation
target,” or is likely to impose an un-
reasonably disproportionate share of the
restrictions on petroleum use on any seg-
ment of the economy.

The State is entrusted with the ad-
ministration and enforcement of the
State plan and, if a Federal measure is
used in the State plan, the State must
administer and enforce the measure un-
der delegation of Federal authority.

Therefore, the States have absolute
flexibility in developing a State conserva-
tion plan which will achieve the target
of 5-percent reduction in consumption of
petroleum products. State officials are
responsible for planning, administration
and enforcement of the plan provided it
is fair and effective.

Mr. President, Time magazine recently
made a persuasive argument for con-
servation of petroleum:

Though the immediate crisis facing the
world is the direct responsibility of the Aya-
tollah Khomeini and his pseudo-government
in Iran, the danger would not be nearly so
grave if the U.S. had not allowed itself to
become so dependent on foreign oil. Under
the circumstances, there is no guarantee
that economic disruption can be avoided no
matter what steps the nation takes. But the
best hope for avoiding real trauma is to cut
consumption, conserve supplies, and, at the
very least, make do with 700,000 bbl. less of
crude each day. Such an effort would put
some slack in worldwide petroleum supplies
and help restrain prices. More important, it
would also show Iran and the world that the
U.S. can start breaking its addiction to the
demon oil. November 26, 1979, p. 43.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to
give careful consideration to amendment
No. 701. I believe it is a constructive and
productive amendment which represents
an important step toward energy inde-
pendence for America.

Mr. President, when I call up amend-
ment No. 701 later this week, I intend to
offer several modifications of a technical
nature designed to conform the amend-
ment more closely to the provisions of
title II of the Emergency Energy Con-
servation Act of 1979 (PL 96-102), from
which it is derived. These modifications
primarily incorporate administrative
provisions of that act.

Mr. President, for the information of
my colleagues, I ask that the proposed
modifications to amendment No. 701,
along with a section-by-section analysis
of the amendment as it would be modi-
fied, be printed in the REcorbp.

The material follows:

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO AMENDMENT

No. 701

The amendment would be modified as fol-
lows:

On page 3, line 13, after the word “estab-
1ish” and before the word “monthly” on page
3, line 14, add the phrase “within 45 days
after enactment of this Title".
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On page 18, after line 19 and before line
20, add the followlng:

“(A) any State petroleum conservation
target established by the President under
section 511(a);".

On page 18, line 20, strike ““(A) " and insert
in lieu thereof “(B)".

On page 19, line 3, strike “(B)" and insert
in leu thereof *(C)".

On page 20, after line 20, add the following
sections:

SeC. 516. APPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS
OF LaAw.

The President may, in his discretion, in-
voke the provisions of section 221 of the
Emergency Energy Conservation Act of 1979
(P.L. 96-102) .

Sec. 517. ADMINISTRATION.

(a) INFORMATION.—(1) The Secretary shall
use the authority provided under section 11
of the Energy Supply and Environmental
Coordination Act of 1974 for the collection
of such information as may be necessary for
the enforcement of this title.

(2) In carrying out his responsibilities
under this title, the Secretary shall insure
that timely and adequate information con-
cerning the supplies, pricing and distribution
of petroleum products is obtained, analyzed,
and made avallable to the public. Any Fed-
eral agency having responsibility for collec-
tion of such information under any other
authority shall cooperate fully in facilitating
the collection of such information.

(b) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWs.—No State law
or State program in effect on the date of the
enactment of this title, or which may become
effective thereafter, shall be superseded by
any provision of this title, or any rule, regu-
lation, or order thereunder, except insofar as
such State law or State program is in confilct
with any such provision of section 513 (or
any rule, regulation, or order under this part
relating thereto) in any case in which meas-
ures have been implemented in that State
under the authority of section 513.

Sec. 518. FUNDING FOR FiscaL YEar 1980.

For purposes of any law relating to appro-
priations or authorizations for appropria-
tions as such law relates to the fiscal year
ending September 30. 1980, the provisions of
this Title (including amendments made by
this Title) shall be treated as if it were a
contingency plan under section 202 or 203 of
the Energy Policy and Conservation Act
which was approved in accordance with the
procedures under that act or as otherwlse
provided by law, and funds made available
pursuant to such appropriations shall be
available to carry out the provisions of this
Act and the amendments made by this Act.

SeC. 519. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendments made by this Title shall
take effect on the date of the enactment of
this Title.".

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE

WEICKER AMENDMENT INCLUDING PROPOSED

MODIFICATIONS

This amendment would incorporate the
proivisions of Parts A and E of Title II of the
Emergency Energy Conservation Act of 1979
(P.L. 96-102) into a mandatory plan for the
conservation of not less than five percent of
the use of petroleum products.

Under the Emergency Energy Conserva-
tion Act, whenever the President finds an
actual or potential severe interruption of
any energy source, or that action is required
to fulfill obligations of the United States
under the international energy program, he
may establish monthly energy conservation
targets for the energy source for the nation
generally and for each state. The establish-
ment of these targets serves as a trigger for
the requirements of Title IT of the Act.

The Welcker amendment would trigger the
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requirements of Parts A and E (Energy Con-
servation Program and Enforcement) of Title
II of the Act with regard to the use of pe-
troleum products. Parts B (Automobile Fuel
Purchase Measures), C (Building Tempera-
ture Restriction) and D (Studies) of the
Act are not included in the Welcker amend-
ment, although the amendment empowers
the President, in his discretion, to invoke the
provisions of Part B of the Emergency Energy
Conservation Act. It should be noted that
Part C, relating to bullding temperature re-
strictions, is governed not by the Emergency
Energy Conservation Act but by the Energy
Policy and Conservation Act, and that the
study mandated by Part D has been started.

As the following section by section analysis
of the Weicker amendment indicates, it
tracks the language of the Emergency Energy
Conservation Act in mandating a plan for
the conservation of not less than five per-
cent of the use of petroleum products.

Section 501. Findings and Purposes.

The findings and purposes show the intent
of Congress to mandate conservation in the
use of petroleum products in furtherance of
the general welfare of the nation and to pro-
tect interstate commerce. The purposes of
the title are to provide a means whereby the
States and local entities are given the first
opportunity to develop conservation meas-
ures. If they fail to meet the targets, then
provision is made for Federal conservation
measures, all aimed at protecting interstate
commerce and national security.

Section 502. Definitions.

Petroleum, which is the subject of the con-
servation plan, is defined to include oil and
oil products in all forms, including, but not
limited to, crude oil, lease condensate, unfin-
ished oil, natural gas liquids, and gasoline,
diesel fuel, home heating oll, kerosene and
other refined petroleum products.

Section 511. National and state conserva-
tion targets.

The President is required to establish
monthly conservation targets of not less
than 5 percent for the use of petroleum prod-
ucts for the nation generally and for each
state. The state targets are to be computed
by applying no less than a five percent reduc-
tion to a base period consumption of petro-
leum products. The base period consumption
would be calculated by determining the
state’s petroleum consumption in the twelve
month period prior to November 1, 1979 (that
is, Immediately prior to the takeover of the
American embassy in Tehran) as modified
to reflect the trends in the state's use of
petroleum products during the three year
period prior to November 1, 1979. The Presi-
dent would be able to adjust the base period
consumption figure to ensure that the
objectives of section 4(b)(1) of the Emer-
gency Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973. This
is intended to protect, to the maximum
extent practicable, of public health, safety,
welfare and the national defense. In addi-
tion, adjustment may be made to take into
account reduction in petroleum consump-
tion already achleved, petroleum shortages
which may affect petroleum consumption,
and variations in weather from seasonal
norms.

A petroleum conservation program,
designed to achieve a reduction of at least
five percent in petroleum use, would be
established by the President for the Federal
government and for its employees in con-
nection with their employment.

ESection 512. State conservation plan.

The Governor of each state would be
required to submit a state petroleum conser-
vation plan no later than 45 days after pub-
liction in the Federal Register of the con-
servation target for that state. This date may
be extended by the Secretary of Energy for
good cause shown.

Each state plan must provide for a reduc-
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tion in the public and private use of petro-
leum products. The plan may permit those
affected by it to use alternative means of
conserving at least as much petroleum as
would be conserved under the state's pro-
gram, provided the Secretary of Energy ap-
proves of the state's procedures for the ap-
proval and enforcement of the alternative.
The plan must contain adequate assurances
that the provisions contained in 1t will be
effectively implemented, either by measures
authorized under state law or by measures
for which the Governor seeks a delegation of
federal authority to administer and enforce.

Within 30 days after receipt of the State
plan, the Secretary of Energy shall review
the plan and approve it unless he finds that,
taken as a whole, “the plan is not likely to
achieve the conservation target”, or is likely
to impose an unreasonably disproportionate
share of the restrictions on petroleum use
on any segment of the economy.

The state is entrusted with the adminis-
tration and enforcement of the state plan
and, if a Federal measure Is used in a state
plan, the state must administer and enforce
the measure under delegation of federal au-
thority. Violators of the requirements of a
Federal measure included in a state plan will
be subject to & civil penalty of up to $1,000
pe: violation.

Section 513. Standby Federal conservation
plan.

Within 90 days after enactment of this
legislation, the Secretary of Energy would be
required to establish & standby federal con-
servation plan which would provide for not
less than a five percent reduction in the
public and private use of petroleum prod-
ucts. Like the state plans, the federal plan
would have to be consistent with the attain-
ment of the objectives of section 4(b) (1) of
the Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act of
1973, thereby protecting public health, safe-
ty and welfare (including maintenance of
residential heating), the national defense
and maintaining public services. The federal
plan would serve as a guide to the states for
conservation measures deemed to be most
effective in achieving the desired reduction
in petroleum use, and would contain meas-
ures capable of implementation in a variety
of states.

If the President finds that a state plan has
been in operation for a period of time not
to be less than 90 days, and the conservation
target is not substantially being met and it
is likely it will continue to be unmet, he
could, after consultation with the state's
Governor, impose all or part of the federal
plan in the state. In those cases where a
state does not have an approved plan or the
approved plan is not being implemented as
provided for in assurances given the Secre-
tary of Energy by the state, the President
may implement the federal plan after any
reasonable period of time. The President is
required to make available to the Congress
and the public the information and analysis
providing the basis for the decision to im-
plement a federal plan in any state. These
prerequisites to federal intervention are de-
signed to encourage states to come up with
their own plans in recognition of the fact
that conservation can be most effectively
achieved if local officials are responsible for
planning administration and enforcement.

In addition, even when all or part of a
federal plan has become effective in a state,
the state is afforded a series of options to
enable it to assume responsibility for the
mandatory conservation program. The state
may at any time submit a state conservation
plan for consideration by the Secretary of
Energy under the same conditions of ap-
proval as would have applied if the plan had
been timely submitted. In the alternative,
the state may substitute one or more meas-
ures under authority of state law for any
federal measure in effect under the federal
standby plan implemented by the President.
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The Secretary of Energy is required to pro-
vide procedures for such substitution on a
measure-by-measure basis for elements of
the Federal plan. These substitute measures
may include provisions whereby persons af-
fected by the Federal measure are permitted
to use alternative means of conserving at
least as much of petroleum as would be con-
served by the Federal measure. The substi-
tute measures would be approved if they
would conserve at least as much energy as
would be conserved by the Federal measures
and that such measures would have been
approved had they been a part of a State plan
submitted to the Secretary of Energy for ap-
proval. The Federal measure would cease to
be effective in the state, but would be re-
imposed if the substitute measures are not
being implemented as required.

Violators of the requirements of the federal
plan would be subject to a civil penalty of
up to $1,000 per violatlon.

Section 514. Judicial review.

A state may seek judicial review, in the
appropriate federal district court, of: the
conservation target established for the state;
any determination by the President that an
approved state plan is not achleving its as-
signed target; or any determination by the
Secretary of Energy disapproving a state con-
servation plan.

Section 515. Reports.

The Secretary of Energy would be required
to monitor implementation of state con-
servation plans and of the standby federal
conservation plan, and to make recommen-
dations for modifications to the states. The
President would report annually, and make
appropriate recommendations, to Congress
on the petroleum savings achieved in each
state and the performance of each state
under this legislation.

Section 516. Applicability of other provi-
slons of law.

This section would enable the President,
on his discretion, to invoke the minimum
automobile fuel purchase measures con-

tained in Section 221 of the Emergency En-

ergy Conservation Act of 18979. Thus, the
President could establish a program restrict-
ing purchases of motor fuel in any auto-
mobile or other vehicle to certain minimum
amounts without the necessity of making
& finding as required by that Act. This option
is afforded the President in recognition of
the fact that by adopting this legislation
Congress has found a need to establish a
petroleum conservation target and to re-
quire the President to make such a finding
would be superfiuous.

Bection 517. Administration.

Administrative provisions relating to the
legislation are contained in this section.

Section 518. Funding for fiscal year 1980.

This section provides that for purposes
of any law relating to appropriations or
authorizations for appropriations for Fiscal
Year 1980 the conservation program shall be
treated as If it were a contingency plan
under sections 202 or 203 of the Energy
Policy and Conservation Act. There is no
specific authorization or appropriation fig-
ure.

Sectlion 519. Effective date.

The provisions of the amendment are to
take effect on date of enactment.@

MEALS ON WHEELS

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I rise at
this time to thank my Senate colleagues
who cosigned a letter to Commissioner
Benedict of the Administration on Aging.
It is very significant that 30 U.S. Sena-
tors should join together in supporting
the continued existence of private, non-
profit, voluntary Meals on Wheels pro-
grams.

Mr. President. I submit that letter for
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inclusion in the CoONGRESSIONAL RECORD,

complete with the original cosigners and

the names of five Senators who expressed
interest in supporting the letter subse-
quent to mailing.

I also submit for the Recorbp a letter to
Secretary Harris of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, re-
questing her attention and support in
this matter.

I am confident that the support ex-
hibited by my colleagues and the anewed
concerns of the respective congressional
committees will assure a favorable solu-
tion to this problem.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the material to which I made
reference be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., November 16, 1979.

Hon. ROBERT BENEDICT,

Commissioner on Aging, Administration on
Aging, HEW North Building, Washington,
D.C.

Dear CoMMISSIONER BENEDICT: It has been
brought to my attention that Section 1321.141
(b) (1) (1) of the July 31, 1979 Federal Regis-
ter to the Comprehensive Older Americans
Act Amendments of 1978 was composed in
plain opposition to the directives of Con-
gress. We find the ruling both incongruous
in method and dangerous in content.

In limiting meals-on-wheels programs eli-
gible for federal subsidies to only those which
also operate a congregate feeding program,
many private, non-profit, voluntary programs
are belng placed in serlous jeopardy, These
small community programs, that originated
to meet a specific community need, have
neither the capability or the desire to operate
a large-scale social welfare program. The final
result is the creation of a bureaucratic pro-
gram which is more expansive and pays little
attention to the actual needs of the nation’s
elderly.

The regulation effectively communicates to
a community that active community concern
had best give way to uniformed institution-
alized governmental methods. In spite of the
success of many community programs, the
Administration on Aging has effectively au-
thorized the destruction of small volunteer
community programs at the local level.

The ruling is especially frustrating because
it seems to have totally ignored the efforts
of Congress. In discussion of the Older Ameri-
cans Act Amendments of 1978, Congress clear-
1y favored supporting the existing commu-
nity programs as vehicles for effective nutri-
tional care. Your ruling obviously discounts
those programs, and replaces them with a
more costly government program.

We are confident that you will reconsider
the aforementioned ruling and explore the
actual needs of the elderly. I hope that prog-
ress can be made to reconcile the Adminis-
tration on Aging's rulings with the wishes of
Congress.

Very truly yours,

Roger W. Jepsen, Rudy Boschwitz, Alan
K. Simpson, S.I1. Hayakawa, Willlam 8.
Cohen, Pete V. Domenici, Lowell P.
Welcker, Jr., Mark O. Hatfield, Mil-
ton R. Young, Charles H. Percy, Jesse
Helms, Ted Stevens, James A. McClure,
Jake Garn, Strom Thurmond, John W.
Warner. William L. Armstrong, Robert
T. Stafford. John Melcher. Edward Zo-
rinsky. Robert Dole, Howard H. Baker.
Donald W. Stewart. David L. Boren.
John H. Chafee. Harrlson Schmitt,
Malcolm Walloo. David P. Durenberger.
Barry Goldwater, and Thad Cochran.

Coslgnors subsequent to mailing:

The Honorables Richard Lugar, Dale Bump-
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ers, Orrin Hatch, Gordon Humphrey, and

Jennings Randolph.

U.S. SBENATE,
Washington, D.C., November 30, 1979.

Hon. PATRICIA HARRIS,

Department of Health, Education and Wel-
fare, Hubert H. Humphrey Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SECRETARY HArrIS: It is my under-
standing that you are currently examining
the final regulations of the Older Americans
Act Amendments of 1978, As set forth in the
Federal Register of July 31, 1979, Section
1321.141(b) (1) (1) poses a considerable
threat to the private, non-profit, voluntary
Meals-on-Wheels programs,

I am confident that if you examine the
legislation and the supporting documents
carefully, you will see that the Congressional
intent was to support these programs. I have
enclosed & copy of a letter recently sent to
Commissioner Benedict, of the Administra-
tion on Aging, exhibiting substantial Con-
gressional concern in this matter. In addi-
tion to the original co-signors, Senators
Lugar, Bumpers, Hatch, Randolph and Hum-
phrey have expressed Interest in supporting
the letter subsequent to mailing.

I urge you to develop regulations which
do not unjustifiably deny federal support to
Meals-on-Wheels programs, consequently
forcing those programs out of existence. In
the hope that you will move quickly and
efficlently to remedy this situation, I will
be happy to be of service to you, and will
work to expedite technical amendments If
that proves necessary.

Sincerely,
RoGcer W. JEPSEN,
U.S. Senate.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar Nos. 472, 473, 474, 475, and 449.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

NAMES OF THE SENATE OFFICE
BUILDINGS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 295) to make tech-
nical changes in the names of the Senate
office buildings.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
this resolution would insert the word
“Senate” immediately after the words
“Richard Brevard Russell” and “Ever-
ett McKinley Dirksen,” respectively, as
the names of the two buildings that pre-
viously have been designated in honor
of those two Senators.

So that if the resolution is adopted,
the Russell Building would be known as
the “Richard Brevard Russell Senate
Office Building,” rather than the “Rich-
ard Brevard Russell Office Building.”

The same change would be made with
respect to the Everett McKinley Dirksen
Office Building. It would then be desig-
nated officially the “Everett McKinley
Dirksen Senate Office Building.”

A similar change would be made with
resrect to the Philip A. Hart office build-
ing, which would be designated officially
the “Philip A. Hart Senate Office
Building."”

That is the purpose of the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the resolution.
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The resolution (S. Res. 285)
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That (a) S. Res. 206, Ninety-
second Congress agreed to October 11, 1972, is
amended as follows:

(1) In subsection (1) of the first section,
insert the word “Senate” immediately after
“Richard Brevard Russell”;

(2) In subsection (2) of the first section—

(A) strike out “including any extension to
such building,”; and

(B) insert the word “Senate’ immediately
after “Everett McKinley Dirksen".

(b) The first section of 8. Res. 525, Ninety-
fourth Congress, agreed to August 30, 1976,
is amended by inserting the word “Senate”
immediately after “Philip A. Hart".

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move to reconsider the vote by which
the resolution was agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

was

ALISON T. BANK

The resolution (S. Res. 296) to pay a
gratuity to Alison T. Bank, was con-
sidered and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
hereby is authorized and directed to pay.
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
Alison T. Bank, daughter of John T. Taintor,
an employee of the Senate at the time of his
death, a sum equal to eight and one-half
months’ compensation at the rate he was
recelving by law at the time of his death,
said sum to be considered inclusive of funeral
expenses and all other allowances.

BUDGET ACT WAIVER
The resolution (S. Res. 282) waiving

section 402(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 with respect to the
consideration of H.R. 5269, was consid-
ered and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That pursuant to section 402(c)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the
provisions of section 402(a) of such Act are
walved with respect to the conslderation of
H.R. 5269, a bill to authorize appropriations
for the filscal year beginning October 1, 1979,
for the maintenance and operation of the
Panamsa Canal, and for other purposes.

Such walver is necessary because section
402(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1874 provides that it shall not be in order
in either the House of Representatives or
the Senate to consider any bill or resolu-
tion which, directly or indirectly, author-
izes the enactment of new budget authority
for a fiscal year, unless that bill or resolu-
tion is reported in the House or the Sen-
ate, as the case may be, on or before May 15
preceding the beginning of such fiscal year.

The Panama Canal Act of 1979, Public Law
96-70, which required for the first time that
appropriations for operation of the Panama
Canal be previously authorized, was passed
after May 15, 1979.

For the foregoing reasons, pursuant to sec-
tion 402(c) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, the provisions of section 402(a) of
such Act are waived with respect to H.R.
5269 as reported by the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

BUDGET ACT WAIVER

The resolution (S. Res. 284) waiving
section 402(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 with respect to the
consideration of HR. 5168, was consid-
ered and agreed to, as follows:
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Resolved, That pursuant to sectlon 402(c)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
the provisions of section 402(a) of such Act
are waived with respect to the consideration
of HR. 5168, a bill to extend certain ex-
piring provisions of law relating to person-
nel management of the Armed Forces.

Such a walver is necessary because sec-
tion 402(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 provides that it shall not be
in order in either the House of Representa-
tives or the Senate to consider any bill or
resolution which, directly or indirectly, au-
thorizes the enactment of new budget au-
thority for a fiscal year, unless that bill or
resolution is reported in the House or the
Senate, as the case may be, on or before
May 15 preceding the beginning of such fis-
cal year.

For the foregoing reasons, pursuant to
section 402(c) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, the provisions of section 402(a)
of such Act are walved with respect to H.R.
5168, as reported by the Committee on
Armed Services.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move to reconsider the vote by which
the resolution was agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

PANAMA CANAL APPROPRIATIONS
AUTHORIZATIONS, 1980

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 5269) to authorize appropria-
tions for the fiscal year beginning Oc-
tober 1, 1979, for the maintenance and
operation of the Panama Canal, and for
other purposes, which had been reported
from the Committee on Armed Services
with amendments as follows:

On page 2, line 2, strike “$427,262,000" and
insert *'$423,090,000";

On, page 3, line 2, strike “and Canal Zone
Government”';

On page 3, beginning with line 7, strike
through and including page 7, line 2, and
insert im lieu thereof the following:

Sec. 3. (a) There is authorized to be ap-
propriated from the Panama Canal Commis-
slon Fund to the Panama Canal Commission
not to exceed $40,419,000, to remain available
until expended, for acquisition, construction,
and replacement of improvements, facilities,
structures, and equipment required by the
Panama Canal Commission, including—

(1) the purchase of not to exceed forty-
eight passenger motor vehicles, of which
twenty-elght are for replacement only;

(2) the recruitment of expert and con-
sultant services, as authorized by section 3109
of title 5, United States Code;

(3) the improvement of facilities of other
United States Government agencies in the
Republic of Panama used by the Panama
Canal Commission;

(4) the improvement of facilities of the
Government of the Republic of Panama, used
by the Panama Canal Commission, of which
the United States retains use pursuant to the
Panama Canal Treaty of 1977 and related
agreements; and

(6) the payment of liabilities of the Pan-
ama Canal Company and Canal Zone Gov-
ernment incurred or outstanding for capital
projects as of September 30, 1979.

(b) Of the sums appropriated pursuant to
subsection (a) of this section, not more than
the following amounts shall be available
for the following purposes:

(1) for transit projects, $23,543,000;

(2) for general support projects, $1,733,000;

(3) for utilities projects, $935,000; and

(4) for quarters improvement projects,
$1,033,000.
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(¢) (1) Subject to the limitations pre-
scribed in paragraph (2), the amount that
may be expended for any individual project
within any category of projects contained in
clauses (1) through (4) of subsection (b)
may be increased above amount specified for
that individual project in the budget esti-
mate submitted to the Congress by an
amount necessary to meet increased costs in
such project due to inflation or other un-
foreseeable factors if the Board of the Pan-
ama Canal Commission has approved such
increase and has notified the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisherlies of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on
Armed Services of the Senate in writing of
the Commission’s approval of such increase,
the reasons for such approval, and the new
cost estimate for the project concerned.

(2) In no event may (A) the total cost of
all projects within any of the categories of
projects contained in clauses (1) through
(4) of subsection (b) exceed the amount au-
thorized by law for that category, or (B) the
total cost of all capital projects authorized
by this section exceed the amount appro-
priated for such projects.

On page 9, line 21, after the period, insert

the following:
Noting in this section shall be construed to
limit the appropriation of funds authorized
by sections 1301 and 1303(a) of the Panama
Canal Act of 1979.

On page 10, beginning with line 13, insert
the following:

CONTINUATION OF HEALTH SERVICES

Sec. 7. (a) During fiscal year 1980 and the
transition period provided for in Article XI
of the Panama Canal Treaty of 1977, the
Surgeon General of the United States may
provide medical, surgical, and dental treat-
ment and hospitalization to any person at
any facllity of the United States within any
area or installation made available to the
United States pursuant to the Panama Canal
Treaty of 1977 and related agreements if such
medical, surgical, and dental treatment and
hospitalization could have been provided to
such person under section 322 of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 249) on Sep-
tember 30, 1979.

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall
take effect as of October 1, 1979.

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time and
passed.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move to reconsider the vote by which
the bill was passed.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

FIXING THE ANNUAL RATES OF PAY
FOR THE ARCHITECT OF THE
CAPITOL AND THE ASSISTANT
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask that the Chair lay before the Sen-
ate a message from the House of Rep-
resentatives on H.R. 4732.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate H.R. 4732, an act to fix

the annual rates of pay for the Archi-
tect of the Capitol and the Assistant
Architect of the Capitol.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be considered as having been read the
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first and second time and that the Sen-
ate proceed to its immediate considera-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill is open to amendment. If
there be no amendment to be proposed,
the question is on the third reading and
passage of the bill.

The bill (H.R. 4732) was ordered to
a third reading, was read the third time,
and passed.

ORDERS FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATORS TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
orders have already been entered for the
recognition of Mr. Muskie, Mr. ROBERT
C. Byrp, and Mr. CRANSTON, on tomor-
row.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. STEVENS. I wish to be added on
tomorrow.

ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
STEVENS TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the name
of Mr. STEVENS be added for recognition
on tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITION OF SENATOR CHAFEE
AND SENATOR WEICKER ON TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that preceding
Mr. MUSKIE on tomorrow Messrs. CHAFEE
and WEICKER be recognized for not to
exceed 15 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITION OF SENATOR COMEN
TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on tomor-
row following the orders for the recog-
nition of the two leaders or their desig-
nees and prior to the recognition of other
Senators in accordance with the previ-
ously entered orders, Mr. ComEN be
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10:30
AM. TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today it
stand in recess until 10:30 a.m.
tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BrADLEY). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
go into executive session to consider the
nominations on the Executive Calendar
beginning with the Office of the Special
Representative for Trade Negotiations
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and proceeding through New Reports on
page 2.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The nom-
inations will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
nominations on the executive calendar.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if the distinguished acting Republican
leader has no objection, I ask unanimous
consent that the aforementioned nomi-
nations be considered and confirmed en
bloc.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, there is
no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations are con-
sidered and confirmed en bloc.

The nominations considered and con-
firmed en bloc are as follows:

OFFICE OF THE SPECIAL REFRESENTATIVE FOR
TRADE NEGOTIATIONS

Robert D. Hormats, of Maryland, to be a
Deputy Special Representative for Trade
Negotiations.

INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY

John M. Deutch, of Massachusetts, to be
a Representative of the United States of
America to the 23d Session of the General
Conference of the International Atomic
Energy Agency.

Gerald C. Smith, of the District of Colum-
bia, and Roger Kirk, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be Alternative Representatives of the
United States of America to the 23d Session
of the General Conference of the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be notified of the confirmations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move to reconsider the vote by which
the nominations were confirmed, en bloc.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
return to the consideration of legislative
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CRUDE OIL WINDFALL PROFIT TAX
ACT OF 1979

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
discussions have continued with respect
to the bill H.R. 3919, the unfinished busi-
ness, an act to impose a windfall profit
tax on domestic crude oil.

Mr. President, I believe that the dis-
cussions thus far have been helpful. They,
are continuing, and I hope that they will
culminate in some early action with re-
spect to amendments on the amendments

to the bill and amendments to the sub-
stitute.

I call attention to the fact that this
bill, HR. 3919, was first laid before the
Senate on November 15, which was a
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Thursday, which means that as of last
Friday the Senate began its third week
on the bill. Counting from the first day
on the bill, November 15, which was a
Thursday, Thursday the 22d was 1 week,
Thursday the 29th was a completed
2 weeks, and Friday the 30th began the
third week. So we are in the midst of the
third week on this bill and that sort of
speaks for itself.

RECESS UNTIL 10:15 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move in accordance
with the order previously entered that
the Senate stand in recess until 10:15
a.m. tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and at
4:58 pm. the Senate recessed until
Tuesday, December 4, at 10:15 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate, December 3, 1979:

DEPARTMENT oF ENERGY

Leslie J. Goldman, of Tllinois, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of Energy (International
Affairs), vice Harry E. Bergold, Jr., resigned.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Ira M. Schwartz, of Washington, to be As-
sociate Administrator of Law Enforcement
Assistance, vice John M Rector, resigned.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND
WELFARE

John A Calhoun IIT, of Massachusetts, to be
Chief of the Children’s Bureau, Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, vice Blan-
dina Cardenas, resigned.

THE JUDICIARY

Helen Jackson Frye, of Oregon, to be U.S.
district judge for the district of Oregon, vice
a new position created by Public Law 95-486,
approved October 20, 1978.

James Anthony Redden, Jr., of Oregon, to
be U.8. district judge for the district of Ore-
gon, vice a new position created by Publlc
Law 95-486, approved October 20, 1978.

Owen M. Panner, of Oregon, to be U.S. dis-
trict judge for the district of Oregon, vice
Otto R. Skopll, Jr., elevated.

Barbara J. Rothsteln, of Washington, to be
U.S. district judge for the western district of
Washington, vice a new position created by
Public Law 05-486, approved October 20, 1978.

IN THE Navy

The following-named captains of the Re-
serve of the U.S. Navy for temporary pro-
motion to the grade of rear admiral, in the
line and staff corps, as indicated, pursuant to
the provisions of title 10, United States Code,
sections 5910 and 59132:

LINE
John William Cronin, Carlos Paul Baker, Jr.

Jr. Donald Thomas
Howard Roop Corrigan
Thomas Albert Whitney Hansen

Stansbury Ted Levy
Lester Robert Smith
Michael Peter

Nemchick

MEDICAL CORPS

Joseph Hardy Miller
SUPPLY CORPS
Gerald Clayton Sullivan
JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS
Julian Robert Benjamin
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CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate December 3, 1979:
OFFICE OF SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE FOR
TRADE NEGOTIATIONS
Robert D. Hormats, of Maryland, to be a
Deputy Speclial Representative for Trade Ne-
gotiations, with the rank of Ambassador.
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INTERNATIONAL ATOoMIC ENERGY AGENCY

The following-named persons to be the
Representative and Alternate Representatives
of the United States of America to the
Twenty-third Sesslon of the General Confer-
ence of the International Atomic Energy
Agency:

Representative: John M. Deutch, of Massa-
chusetts.
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Alternate Representatives: Gerard C. Smith,
of the District of Columbia; Roger Kirk, of
the District of Columbia.

The above nominations were approved
subject to the nominees’ commitments to
respond to requests to appear and testify
before any duly constituted committee of
the Senate.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, December 3, 1979

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following prayer:

The salvation of the righteous is from
the Lord,; He is their refuge in the time
of trouble.—Psalms 37: 39.

O Lord, You know that our world is
buffeted by fear and unrest that cause
Your people to be anxious and afraid. At
the beginning of this Advent season
looking to the celebration of the Prince
of Peace, we do not know the things that
make for peace and good will. Yet, You
have promised that whatever our situa-
tion You are with us. We pray with one
voice for Your protection and guidance,
particularly for those in bondage and
for those who do not know freedom and
liberty. Sustain us, O God, with the
promise of peace, and enable us to use
our talents and abilities in ways that
bring reconciliation to people and glory
to Your holy name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House his
approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R. 3407. An act to walve the time limita-
tion on the award of certain military decora-
tions to members of the Intelligence and
Reconnalssance Platoon of the 394th Infantry
Regiment, 99th Infantry Division, for acts of
valor performed during the Battle of the
Bulge; and

H.R. 5871. An act to authorize the appor-
tlonment of funds for the Interstate System,
to amend section 103(e) (4) of title 23, United
States Code, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House with an amendment to a bill of
the Senate of the following title:

S. 901. An act to extend the time limits
contalned in the industrial cost recovery
moratorium provision of the Clean Water Act
of 1977 (91 Stat. 1610).

CONSENT CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Consent Cal-
éndar day. The Clerk will call the first
bill on the Consent Calendar.

AUTHORIZING SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR TO ENGAGE IN FEASI-
BILITY STUDY

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2757)
to authorize the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to engage in a feasibility study.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mary-
land?

There was no objection.

CERTIFIED MAIL AUTHORITY FOR
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS
BOARD

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5673)
to authorize the use of certified mail for
the transmission or service of matter
which, if mailed, is required by certain
Federal laws to be transmitted or served
by registered mail, and for other pur-
poses.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 5673

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Represen:atives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
first section of the Act of June 11, 1960 (T4
Stat. 200), 1s amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

*“{67) Section 11(4) of the Natlonal Labor
Relations Act (20 U.S.C. 161(4) ) is amended—

“(A) by inserting ‘or certified’ after ‘regis-
tered' each place it appears; and

“(B) by inserting ‘when’ after ‘mailed or'.”.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

HENRY D. PARKINSON FEDERAL
BUILDING

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4532)
to designate the U.S. Post Office and
Federal building in Scott City, Kans.,
as the “Henry D. Parkinson Federal
Building.”

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

HR. 4532

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
United States Post Office and Federal build-
ing located in Scott City, Kansas, is hereby

designated as the “Henry D. Parkinson Fed-
eral Bullding”. Any reference in any law,

regulation, document, record, map, or other
paper of the United States to such bullding

shall be considered to be a reference to the
Henry D. Parkinson Federal Bullding.

® Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to lend my strong support to this
legislation to designate the U.S. Post
Office and Federal building in Scott City,
Kans., the “Henry D. Parkinson Federal
Building.”

Henry Parkinson was a man whose
whole life was dedicated to the conserva-
tion and development of our agriculture
resources, to responsible economic
growth, and to a sustained involvement
in civic affairs.

This legislation is enthusiastically sup-
ported by Scott City residents. Over 15
leading civic organizations of Scott City
have endorsed resolutions to name the
building for Mr. Parkinson. Mr. Parkin-
son's influence in the development of
Scott City was admirable. He worked
unselfishly in local, State, and national
affairs, and truly loved this country.

Honoring Henry Parkinson in this
manner will encourage others to pursue
the principles of community commit-
ment, sound conservation of our agricul-
ture resources, and responsible business
practices he represented.®
® Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 4532, a
bill to designate the U.S. Post Of-
fice and Federal building in Scott City,
Kans., as the “Henry D. Parkinson Fed-
eral Building.”

Henry D. Parkinson was born at Wells-
ville, Utah, on September 5, 1907, and led
an active career in agriculture, banking,
and politics. He died in Wichita, Kans.,
on June 25, 19717, after a full and produc-
tive life.

Mr. Parkinson, who had been a resi-
dent of Scott City since 1925, was owner
of the Burnett-Parkinson feedlot at his
farm near Scott City. He was founder,
president, and chairman of the board of
directors of the Security State Bank of
Scott City. He was a member of the
Garden National Bank board of directors
in Wichita, Kans,, the Kansas Bankers
Association, and the Kansas and Na-
tional Livestock Associations.

Along with his interest in banking and
agriculture, Mr. Parkinson was active in
a number of civic groups, including the
Masonic Lodge, the Shire Club, the
Wichita Consistory, and the Iris Temple
of Salina. The political arena also held a
special place in Mr. Parkinson’s life.
Highlights of his political career were a
campaign for Congress in 1948 and a race
for the governorship in 1952.

Henry Parkinson's voice was heard and
respected in the highest councils of fra-
ternal, business, agricultural, and politi-
cal affairs and his advice was sought by

[J This symbol represents the time of day during the House Proceedings, e.g., [] 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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many. As a businessman, civic leader,
politician, and local philanthropist, Mr.
Parkinson earned the admiration and
devotion of his neighbors. He typified the
best qualities of Kansas, indeed, the
national character. Unfailingly, Henry
Parkinson was a man unselfishly devoted
to his community and neighbors.

In recognition of his outstanding
career, it is fitting to name the U.S.
Post Office and Federal building located
in Scott City, Kans.,, the “Henry D.
Parkinson Federal Building.” @

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of the
Senate bill (S. 1491) to designate the
building known as the Federal Building,
at 211 Main Street, in Scott City, Kans.,
as the “Henry D. Parkinson Federal
Building”.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as
follows:

S. 1491

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
building at 211 Main Street in Scott City,
Kansas (commonly known as the Federal
Building) shall hereafter be known and
designated as the “Henry D. Parkinson Fed-
eral Building”. Any reference in a law, map,
regulation, document, record, or other paper
of the United States to that bullding shall
be held to be a reference to the Henry D.
Parkinson Federal Building.

The Senate bill was ordered to be read
& third time, was read a third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 4532) was
laid on the table.

EENNETH B. KEATING FEDERAL
BUILDING

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4845)
to designate the Federal building in
Rochester, N.Y., the “Eenneth B. Keat-
ing Federal Building”.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

HR. 4845

Be it enacted by the Sefate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Federal Building at 100 State Street, Roch-
ester, New York, shall hereafter be known
and designated as the “Kenneth B. Keating
Federal Bullding”. Any reference in any law,
map, regulation, document, record, or other
paper of the United States to such bullding
shall be deemed to be a reference to the
“"Kenneth B. Eeating Federal Building".

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I urge
support of H.R. 4845, to designate the
Federal building in Rochester, N.Y., the
“Kenneth B. Keating Federal Building.”

It is a privilege and an honor for me

to be able to pay honor to a friend and
colleague who served as one of my pred-
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ecessors in the district which I now
represent.

I knew Ken Keating for many years,
from the time I first moved to Rochester,
N.Y., in 1947 at which time he was the
Congressman representing the district
into which I moved.

Ken Keating had a distinguished and
honored career as a lawyer, a soldier, a
Congressman, a U.S. Senator, a jurist, as
a member of the New York State Court
of Appeals and as an Ambassador, hav-
ing served in India and Israel.

As a soldier Ken Keating began his
service to his country as a sergeant in
the U.S. Army during the First World
War and then as a colonel in World War
II. He was promoted to the rank of
brigadier general in 1948 after having
been awarded the Legion of Merit with
oak leaf cluster; American, European,
and Asiatic theater ribbons with three
battle stars and the Order of the British
Empire.

He served 12 years in the House of
Representatives from January 3, 1947,
until 1959 where he distinguished him-
self as a member of the House Judiciary
Committee. He was elected to the Sen-
ate of the United States and served for
6 years, where he again distinguished
himself in that body.

Subsequent to his service in the Sen-
ate, he was elected to the New York State
Court of Appeals in 1965 and served un-
til his resignation in April 1969 to be-
come the U.S. Ambassador to India.
Thereafter, he served as the U.8. Ambas-
sador to Israel which was one of his life-
long ambitions. He was highly regarded
and respected by the Israelis. His death
on May 5, 1975, was a great loss to our
Nation,

It is fitting to his memory and to his
outstanding service to his country and
fellowman that the new Federal build-
ing in Rochester, which is located in my
congressional district, be named after
Kenneth B. Keating. I, therefore, urge
the House act favorably on my bill, H.R.
4845, to designate the Federal building
the “Kenneth B. Keating Federal Build-
1-“3-”

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, I urge
support of the resolution to name the
Federal building in Rochester, N.¥., as
the “Kenneth B. Keating Federal Build-
ing and Courthouse.” Kenneth EKeating
represented the Rochester area in Con-
gress for 12 years as a member of the
House of Representatives and 6 years in
the Senate between 1947 and 1965. Sub-
sequent to that period he served as our
country’'s ambassador to Israel and India
and as a judge of the New York State
Court of Appeals.

Ken Keating entered public service
from the pinnacle of success in the legal
profession. He was an outstanding figure
in our community and served with dis-
tinction in all of his public offices. Ken
Keating was the ultimate western New
Yorker—independent, pragmatic, public
spirited, with strong character and per-
sonality. He was admired by constituents
and colleagues.

Senator Keating was born in 1900 in
Lima, N.Y., south of Rochester, gradu-
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ated from the Genesee Wesleyan Semi-
nary there, the University of Rochester
and Harvard Law School, after which he
commenced the practice of law in Roch-
ester. He served in both World Wars and
was a delegate to each Republican Na-
tional Convention from 1940 to 1964. The
Senator passed away in 1975.

I hope the House will act favorably on
this resolution so that we may honor the
memory of a man who was an outstand-
ing Member of Congress, served the
country with distinction in many ways
and was an admirable citizen of the com-
munity.
® Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 4845, a
bill to name the Federal building, in
Rochester, N.Y., the “Kenneth B. Keat-
ing Federal Building.”

Kenneth Keating had a distinguished
and honored career as a lawyer, a sol-
dier, a U.S. Congressman, a U.S. Senator,
a jurist, as a member of the New York
State Court of Appeals, and as an Am-
bassador, having served in India and
Israel.

As a soldier, Ken Keating began his
service to his country as a sergeant in the
U.S. Army during the first world war and
then as a colonel in World War II. He
was promoted to the rank of brigadier
general in 1948 affer having been
awarded the Legion of Merit with oak
leaf cluster; American, European, and
Asiatic theater ribbons with three bat-
tle stars and the Order of the British
Empire.

Following World War II, Ken Keating
resumed the practice of law and was a
delegate to each Republican National
Convention from 1940 to 1964. He was
elected to the 80th Congress and re-
elected to the five succeeding Congresses
where he served with distinction from
January 3, 1947, until 1959. He was
elected to the U.S. Senate for the term
commencing January 3, 1959, and end-
ing January 3, 1965. Subsequent to his
service in the Senate, he was elected to
the New York State Court of Appeals in
1965 and served until his resignation in
April 1969 to become the U.S. Ambassa-
dor to India. Thereafter, he served as the
U.S. Ambassador to Israel which was one
of his lifelong ambitions. He was
regarded and respected by the Israelis.
His death on May 5, 1975, was a great
loss to our Nation.

In recognition of his long and faithful

public service to his country, it is appro-
priate and fitting to name the Federal
building at 100 State Street, Rochester,
N.Y., the Kenneth B. Keating Federal
Building.@
@ Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to lend my strong support to this
legislation to designate the Federal
Building in Rochester, N.¥., the “Ken-
neth B. Keating Federal Building.”

His list of accomplishments and his
public service to the country are worthy
of praise. He served as a soldier, a U.S.
Congressman, a U.S. Senator, a jurist, a
member of the New York State Court of
Appeals, and as an Ambassador in India
and Israel.

In recognition of his unparalleled serv-
ice to his State and country, and his un-
diminished vigor in working in the peo-




December 3, 1979

ple’s behalf, it is appropriate we me-
morialize Kenneth B. Keating by naming
the Federal building in Rochester the
“Kenneth B. Keating Federal Build-
ing." @

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of the Sen-
ate bill (S. 1535) to name a certain Fed-
eral building in Rochester, N.Y., the
“Kenneth B. Keating Building.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

These was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as
follows:

8. 1535

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Fed-
eral office bullding located at 100 State Street,
Rochester, New York, shall herein after be
known as, and is hereby designated as, the
“Kenneth B. Keating Building". Any refer-
ence in any law, regulation, document, rec-
ord, map, or other paper of the United States
to such a bullding shall be considered to be
a reference to the Kenneth B. Keating
Building.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR.

CALIFORNIA

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Jounson of California moves to strike
out all after the enacting clause of the
Senate bill, S. 1535, and to insert in lieu
thereof the text of HR. 4845, as passed by
the House.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate bill was ordered to be read
a third time, was read the third time, and

JOHNSON OF

The title was amended so as to read:
“An act to designate the Federal Build-
ing in Rochester, N.Y., the ‘Kenneth B.
Keating Federal Building'.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 4845) was
laid on the table.

FRANCES PERKINS DEPARTMENT
OF LABOR BUILDING

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5781)
to designate the building known as the
Department of Labor Building in Wash-
ington, District of Columbia, as the
“Frances Perkins Department of Labor
Building.”

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 5781

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
building at 200 Constitution Avenue, North-
west, in ‘Washington, Distriet of Columbia
{commonly known as the Department of
Labor Bullding) shall hereafter be known
and designated as the "Frances Perkins De-
partment of Labor Building"”. Any reference
in a law, map, regulation, document, record,
or other paper of the United States to that
building shall be held to be a reference to
the “Frances Perkins Department of Labor
Bullding".
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® Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Speaker, I whole-
heartedly support enactment of this bill,
H.R. 5781, a bill to designate the De-
partment of Labor Building at 200
Constitution Avenue NW., Washington,
D.C., as the “Frances Perkins Depart-
ment of Labor Building.”

Passage of this legislation will honor
one of the great women in American his-
tory. At a time when it was generally
recognized that a “woman’s place was
in her home"” Frances Perkins became
the first woman ever to be appointed to a
President’s Cabinet. The appointment of
Frances Perkins as Secretary of Labor
in 1933 by President Franklin Delano
Roosevelt symbolized the ability of
women to hold the highest positions in
government and society.

Frances Perkins had already distin-
guished herself prior to her appoint-
ment as Secretary of Labor. While wait-
ing for a job offer after graduation from
Mount Holyoke College in 1903, Perkins
did volunteer social work among factory
workers of Worcester, Mass. A teaching
position in Lake Forest, Ill., took her
west in 1904 where she learned the social
meaning of trade unionism. Before Per-
kins returned to the East in 1907, she
had been a temporary resident of Hull
House and met Jane Addams and other
leaders of various movements for social
reform. Frances Perkins was firmly com-
mitted to a vocation as a social worker.
She received her master’s degree from
Columbia University in 1910.

Subsequently, Perkins became Secre-
tary of the New York Consumer League,
organized to spread information about
harmful industrial conditions and to
lobby for social welfare legislation. On
March 25, 1911, Perkins witnessed the
tragic fire at the Triangle Shirtwaist Co.
in which 146 young girls were killed. The
Triangle focused attention in many New
York City workplaces. In 1912, the city’'s
social reform agencies formed a Commit-
tee on Safety, and Frances Perkins was
appointed executive secretary. Between
1911 and 1915, the commission com-
pletely altered the New York industrial
code and the State legislature enacted
36 new laws protecting workers on the
job, limiting the hours of women and
children, and compensating victims of
on-the-job injuries.

In 1919, after she had served for 2
years as executive director of the New
York Council of Organization for War
Service, she was made a member of the
New York State Industrial Commission.
In 1921 she became director of the Coun-
cil on Immigrant Education, in 1922 g
member of the New York State Industrial
Board and in 1926 its chairman. In 1929
Roosevelt, when he became Governor,
made her Industrial Commissioner of
New York State.

“Madame” Perkins, as she was known,
served as Secretary of Labor under Pres-
ident Franklin D. Roosevelt from 1933 to
1945, longer than any other Secretary of
Labor. Her tenure came during one of the
most turbulent periods in American labor
history as unions and managgment
fought each other. The *“conference
method—bringing together representa-
tives of all interested groups—she
adopted as one of the principal tech-

34339

nigques of the Department of Labor for
achieving its objectives.

Secretary Perkins’ most important
contribution was the development of old-
age and unemployment insurance
through the Social Security Act of 1935.
She played a leading role in developing
the Civilian Conservation Corps to pro-
vide work for unemployed youths. She
supported the Fitzgerald Act which es-
tablished standards for apprenticeship
training, and the Wagner-Peyser Act,
which created the U.S. Employ-
ment Service to provide job placement
for the unemployed. She played an active
role in developing the Works Progress
Administration which made millions of
temporary jobs to carry workers through
the worst years of the depression.

Secretary Perkins was among the lead-
ers of almost every New Deal social and
labor law. She was an advocate of the
National Labor Relations Act. In addi-
tion, she sponsored the Walsh-Healy Act
of 1936 which set prevailing minimum
wages, maximum hours, and safety and
health standards for work performed un-
der Government supply contracts.

President Lyndon B. Johnson, learning
of her death on May 14, 1965, said:

I am deeply grieved to learn of the passing
of this great woman. She was a pioneer in the
field of human welfare and equnl rights. Her
selfless dedication to the services of others
will always be an inspiration to people of
compassion and good will.@

® Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 5781, a
bill to designate the Department of
Labor Building in Washington, D.C., as
the “Frances Perkins Department of
Labor Building."”

Frances Perkins was born in Boston,
Mass., and brought up in Worcester. She
went to Worcester Classical High School,
graduated at 16 and then entered Mount
Holyoke College where she majored in
biology and chemistry. She was chair-
man of the YWCA committee and elected
permanent president of her class in 1902.
She later entered the University of
Pennsylvania and while studying eco-
nomics and sociology acted as executive
secretary of the Philadelphia Research
and Protective Association. Because of
her work, Columbia University offered
her a fellowship and she received her
master’s degree from the university in
1910.

Shortly afterward she became execu-
tive secretary of the New York Con-
sumers’ League which investigated in-
dustrial conditions and fought for pro-
tective legislation, especially for women
and children. It was in 1911 that Frances
Perkins witnessed the Triangle Shirt-
waist Co., fire in which 146 girls died. She
never forgot it and for the next 6 years
devoted much of her time to safety legis-
lation. In 1912 she became executive sec-
retary of the New York Committee on
Safety, a position she held until 1917. In
1921 she became director of the Council
on Immigrant Education. In 1922 she be-
came a member of the New York State
Industrial Board and was appointed
chairman in 1929 by Gov. Franklin Dela-
no Roosevelt. When Roosevelt became
President of the United States in 1933,
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one of his first appointments was Frances
Perkins as Secretary of Labor, the first
woman ever to be appointed to a Presi-
dential Cabinet.

Once in office, she assisted in strength-
ening the country’s work force suffering
from the depression. She immediately
laid the groundwork for a more secure
and prosperous work force. Social secu-
rity insurance, unemployment compensa-
tion, minimum wage legislation, and
child labor regulations were among her
accomplishments. She served with dis-
tinction until 1945.

W. Willard Wirtz. Secretary of Labor
under Presidents John F. Kennedy and
Lyndon B. Johnson, learning of her
death in 1965, said:

Every man and woman in America who
works at a living wage, under safe condi-
tions, for reasonable hours, or who is pro-
tected by unemployment insurance or soclal
security is her debtor.

To designate the Department of Labor
Building as the “Frances Perkins De-
partment of Labor Building” is one small
way to demonstrate the country’s grati-
tude to her.®

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the
immediate consideration of the Senate
bill (S. 1655) to designate the building
known as the Department of Labor
Building in Washington, D.C., as the
“Frances Perkins Department of Labor
Building”.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as
follows:

S. 1655

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
building at 200 Constitution Avenue, North-
west, In Washington, District of Columbia
{(commonly known as the Department of La-
bor Building) shall hereafter be known and
designated as the “Frances Perkins Depart-
ment of Labor Building". Any reference in a
law, map, regulation, document, record, or
other paper of the United States to that
building shall be held to be a reference to
the “Frances Perkins Department of Labor
Building”.

The Senate bill was ordered to be read
a third time, was read the third time,
and passed, and a motion to reconsider
was laid on the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 5781) was
laid on the table.

WINFIELD K. DENTON BUILDING

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5794)
to designate the building known as the
Federal Building in Evansville, Ind., as
the “Winfield K. Denton Building”.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

HR. 5794

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representiatives of the United States of
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America in Congress assembled, That the
bullding at 101 Northwest Seventh Street,
Evansville, Indiana (commonly known as the
Federal Building), shall hereafter be known
and designated as the “Winfield K. Denton
Bullding”. Any reference in a law, map, reg-
ulation, document, record, or other paper of
the United States to that bullding shall be
held to be a reference to the “Winfield K.
Denton, Building”.

® Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 5794,
a bill to designate the Federal Building
in Evansville, Ind., as the “Winfield K.
Denton Building.”

Winfield K. Denton served admirably
in the First World War and was commis-
sioned a second lieutenant as an avia-
tor in the U.S. Army Air Corps. In 1932,
Winfield Denton was appointed prose-
cuting attorney of Vanderburgh County,
Ind., where he seved two terms ending
in 1936. He was subsequently elected to
serve three terms in the Indiana State
Legislature, where he was appointed
Democratic Caucus chairman in 1939
and minority leader in 1941. His dedi-
cation to his country was highlighted
when at the age of 46 he reentered the
military service to serve in World War
JL.

Winfield Denton was elected as a
Democrat to the 32d and 83d Con-
gresses (January 3, 1949—January 3,
1953). He was unsuccessful in his efforts
for reelection to the 83d Congress in
1952, however, was elected to the 84th
Congress and to the five succeeding Con-
gresses (January 3, 1949—January 3,
1967). During his eight terms in the
House of Representatives he was a mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee,
where his work reflected his concern for
medical research on cancer, heart dis-
ease, and mental health. His work as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations for the Department of In-
terior brought about the establishment
of several national parks which we prize
today.

It was my great privilege to have
served many years side by side with this
great servant of the State of Indiana,
Winfield Denton. In view of his long and
faithful public service to his country,
it is appropriate to honor him by nam-
ing the Federal Building in Evansville,
Ind., the “Winfield K. Denton Build-
ing.” @
® Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to lend my strong support to this
legislation, H.R. 5794, a bill to desig-
nate the Federal Building in Evansville,
Ind., as the “Winfield K. Denton Build-

The people of Indiana elected Win-
field Denton to serve as their represen-
tative in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives for 16 years. During that time, the
record he established was one of out-
standing performance, worthy of praise.
Therefore, it is appropriate in com-
memoration of his long and faithful
dedication to public service, to name the
Fedegal Building at Evansville, Ind., the
“Winfield K. Denton Building.” @

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the four bills just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. This concludes the
call of the Consent Calendar.

CLEAN WATER ACT AMENDMENTS

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate bill (S. 901) to
extend the time limits contained in the
industrial cost recovery moratorium pro-
vision of the Clean Water Act of 1977 (91
Stat. 1610), with a Senate amendment to
the House amendments thereto, and con-
cur in the Senate amendment to the
House amendments.
bm’I'he Clerk read the title of the Senate

The Clerk read the Senate amendment
to the House amendments as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-

serted by the House amendment to the text
of the bill, insert:
That (a) subsection (b) of section 75 of the
Clean Water Act of 1977 (91 Stat. 1610) is
amended by striking “the last day of the
elghteenth month which begins after the
date of enactment of this section" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “June 30, 1980".

(b) Subsection (d) of section 75 of the
Clean Water Act of 1977 (91 Stat. 1610) is
amended by striking “eighteen-month” each
place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
in each place “thirty-month".

(c) The amendments made by subsections

(a) and (b) of this section shall take effect
as of June 30, 1979.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I shall not object if
the gentleman will explain the measure
he is offering.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HARSHA. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, S. 901, as
amended by the Senate would extend the
moratorium for 1 year and, as provided
in the House-passed bill, clarifies that
there is no break in the moratorium from
June 30, 1979, and the date of enactment
of this legislation.

S. 901 amends section 75 of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amend-
ments of 1977 and extends for 1 year,
from June 30, 1979 to June 30, 1980, the
moratorium on collecting industrial cost
recovery payments.

In the 1977 act, the House sponsored a
provision which calls for a 12-month
study by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) of the efficiency of, and
the need for, industrial cost recovery
(ICR) payments. The study was to in-
clude, but not be limited to, an analysis
of such payments on rural communities
and on industries in economically dis-
tressed areas or in areas of high
unemployment.
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The House gave very specific directions
as to what the study should encompass,
and directly called for recommendations
by EPA to accompany the study report.

In January 1979 the study was sub-
mitted to Congress. The major finding of
the contractor was that ICR is ineffective
in achieving its legislative purposes.

The significant findings of the con-
tractor include:

Changes in the tax law mooted the
question of the construction grant pro-
gram being a subsidy to industries that
participate in municipal treatment
works;

User charges have had a more signifi-
cant impact on water conservation prac-
tices than industrial cost recovery;

ICR has been an administrative bur-
den for both EPA and municipalities;

ICR produces little discretionary rev-
enue for most local governments, par-
ticularly when revenues are compared
with local costs of administering ICR.

On the basis of this information, it was
expected that EPA would develop recom-
mendations as to legislative alternatives
to ICR, including whether the provisions
should be repealed. However, EPA de-
cided not to endorse the contractor’s rec-
ommendations and stated they would
prepare a separate analysis of alterna-
tives and recommendations. It has been
almost 1 year since the study was due,
and the committee has yet to receive any
recommendations from EPA on substan-
tive disposition of ICR.

In order that Congress may move ex-
peditiously to resolve ICR, it is expected
that EPA will move immediately to de-
velop such recommendations and alter-
natives. It is expected that such recom-
mendations will be formally submitted to
Congress when the new session begins in
January 1980.

In developing these recommendations,
EPA is to take into account, among many
other things:

An analysis of the impact of Federal
tax laws on an industry’s decision to dis-
charge either directly or as part of a
municipal system;

The combined impact of pretreatment
costs and requirements, user charges,
and industrial cost recovery on an indus-
try’s decision to join a municipal waste
treatment works;

The net effect of amendments con-
tained in the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act Amendments of 1977: The
provision allowing municipalities to
modify an industry’s pretreatment re-
quirements and the provision allowing
EPA to exempt from industrial cost re-
covery any industrial use with a flow
equivalent to 25,000 gallons or less per
day of sanitary waste;

The impact of abolishing ICR alto-
gether; and

The total amount of money which can
be expected to be collected through the
implementation of ICR when compared
with the costs of administering the
system. "

S. 901 extends the ICR moratorium for
1 full year—from June 30, 1979, to June
30, 1980. There is absolutely no break
in the terms of the moratorium, as set
out in section 75 of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act of 1977, during the
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period of July 1, 1979, and the date of
enactment of S. 901.

Section 204(b) (1) of the act requires
grantees with industry tie-ins to develop
an approvable industrial cost recovery
system as a condition of the grant award.
This condition is not affected during the
time of the moratorium. However, the
administrator is expected to continue to
make grants and not to withhold any
funding. According to EPA regulations,
EPA cannot pay more than 50 percent
of the Federal grant unless the grantee
has submitted adequate evidence of
timely development of its system, nor
more than 80 percent of such grant un-
less the regional administrator has ap-
proved the system. It is expected that
EPA will continue this policy until either
the moratorium ends or Congress legis-
lates on ICR, whichever occurs first.

Mr. Speaker, the Subcommittee on
Water Resources held a full day of hear-
ings on this matter. We heard from the
Environmental Protection Agency and
representatives of industry, cities, States,
and environmental groups. All witnesses
unanimously supported the need to ex-
tend the moratorium on industrial cost
recovery.

I urge the enactment of this necessary
legislation. ;

Mr. HARSHA, Mr. Speaker, I reluc-
tantly support the bill the Senate has
sent to us. While an extension of the
moratorium on the industrial cost re-
covery requirement of the Clean Water
Act is vitally necessary, I doubt that S.
901 will solve our problems, only post-
pone them.

At the administration’s request, the
House has passed H.R. 4023 which ex-
tended the moratorium on ICR, imposed
by the 1977 Clean Water Act, for 2 years.
This was felt necessary in order to pro-
vide enough time for consideration of
the recommendations which were to ac-
company the study on the need for in-
dustrial cost recovery mandated by sec-
tion 75 of the 1977 Clean Water Act. As
many will note, $500,000 has already
been expended to conduct that study.
However, EPA did not favor us with
their recommendations, transmitting to
Congress only the study without its con-
clusions. After the House had favorably
considered H.R. 4023, EPA, in a letter
dated August 9 from then Assistant Ad-
ministrator Thomas Jorling, promised
to forward recommendations to Congress
by the end of the first session. While that
date is not yet upon us because of the
recent extensions of the first session, I
doubt that EPA will make it. In light
of that, I foresee great difficulty for
Congress to adequately reflect on any
administration recommendations and
develop appropriate legislation. I hope
that I am wrong.

Mr. Speaker, in my remarks accom-
panying the passage of H.R. 4023 I made
note of the testimony received by the
committee from the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. At the hearing by the
Subcommittee on Water Resources on
this legislation, EPA stated that they
would interpret the congressional intent
of extending the moratorium to include
extending the date by which grantees are
required to have an approved ICR sys-
tem. I will not take the time of the
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House today to reiterate the intent with
respect to that issue for I feel it is ade-
quately covered by the debate on H.R.
4023. I merely restate that nothing has
changed since the passage of HR. 4023,
we support the Agency’s interpretation.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
S. 901 as sent to us by the Senate and
hope my colleagues will join in sending
this legislation to the President.

Mr. Speaker, 1 withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.
® Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, as the
principal author of section 75 of the 1977
Clean Water Act which placed a mora-
torium on collection of industrial cost
recovery payments pending a comple-
tion of a study by EPA of the efficiency
of and need for the ICR requirement, I
urge my colleagues to support S. 901
which extends that moratorium until
June 30, 1980.

Last June the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation brought to
the floor H.R. 4023, an administration-
requested bill which would have ex-
tended the moratorium for 2 years. It
was felt necessary to have this addi-
tional time because, notwithstanding the
requirements of the 1977 act, EPA had
not forwarded any proposals or recom-
mendations concerning the future of the
industrial cost recovery. The Agency has
still not made any ICR recommenda-
tions.

The current uncertainty over the fu-
ture of ICR has caused a great deal of
concern in industry and municipalities
alike. While many Clean Water Act
grantees have attempted to continue to
develop the required ICR systems, many
others have complained that they are
spending time and money to develop sys-
tems that may never be used. Still other
grantees have slowed or even halted the
development of their systems. To further
muddy the waters, approximately 1,000
approved ICR systems, less than 20 of
the effected grantees have elected to
collect ICR payments.

Mr. Speaker, this situation cannot be
permitted to continue. Those who are
required to develop ICR systems and
make ICR payments must be able to act
with a measure of confidence in our leg-
islative and regulatory process. In my
opinion, we owe it to those who are ef-
fected by ICR—in fact, it is our respon-
sibility—to support S. 901 and extend the
ICR moratorium until Congress has been
given an adequate opportunity to reach
;t: Ci;na.l decision on the future course of

And speaking of giving Congress an
adequate opportunity, Mr. Speaker, let
me just add one more comment. One of
the major shortcomings of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency's response to
the 1977 Clean Water Act’s section 75
and its requirement to study the effec-
tiveness of the ICR provisions was the
Agency’'s failure to make any recom-
mendations to Congress concerning the
future of the ICR provisions. This oc-
curred despite the fact that the ICR
study commissioned by EPA concluded
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that the ICR provisions should be re-
pealed. I want to make perfectly clear
that, in extending this moratorium, we
expect EPA to forward to us, not just
alternatives, but its recommendations
for the future of ICR.

It is with these thoughts in mind that
I urge my colleagues to support exten-
sion of the ICR moratorium until June
30 of next year.®

Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Speaker, while
I would have preferred the House 2-year
moratorium version of this industrial
cost recovery legislation, I do support
the Senate’s preference—a 1-year mora-
torium during which no charges, fees
or assessments would be levied.

I view these moratoria, Mr. Speaker,
as way stations on the road to outright
repeal of the onerous provisions of sec-
tion 204(b) (1) of the Federal Water Pol-
lution Act Amendments of 1972. I am
proud to have been the principal sponsor
of that legislative effort for several years.

At my insistence, those amendments
were subjected to the “trial by fire” of
extensive public hearings in many of the
major cities of this country including
Fall River in the district I have the
honor to represent in this House. The
ICR charges imposed on the business and
industry of Fall River would damage—
seriously damage—the economy of that
city.

The facts gathered at those EPA hear-
ings and the additional research mate-
rial which the Agency amassed resulted
in an EPA verdict that this legislation
was “not effective in accomplishing its
legislative purposes.”

Seldom have labor, business, and the
EPA been in such total agreement on an
important matter of public policy.

I shall continue my efforts, Mr. Speak-
er, until the ICR costs and charges are
completely wiped off the statute books.
Hopefully, that can and will be accom-
plished during the second session of this,
the 96th Congress.

I wish to extend my compliments to
the chairman of the House Public Works
Committee—the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, Mr. Harorp T. JoHNsoN, and to
the ranking minority member of that
committee, Mr. HarsHa of Ohio. They
have done their usual able, thorough job.
And I would like to offer special thanks
to my friend and colleague from Cali-
fornia, Dox H. CrAausen, who has been
an invaluable ally in this important
effort.
® Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of S. 901. This
bill amends the Clean Water Act of 1977
to extend the moratorium on collecting
industrial cost recovery payments from
June 30, 1979, to June 30, 1980.

I congratulate the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Water Resources, Con-
gressman RAy RoBerTs of Texas, and the
ranking minority member of the subcom-
mittee, Congressman Don CLAUSEN of
California, on the continued interest and
leadership which they have focused on
this very pivotal provision.

The Clean Water Act called for a 12-
month study, to be accompanied by rec-
ommendations, and an 18-month mora-
torium on collection of ICR payments.
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Theoretically, the Congress would have
had 6 months to act on the analysis and
recommendations developed by EPA. To
date—almost a full year after the study
was due—the Congress has yet to receive
any recommendations on future imposi-
tion of ICR payments. At this point in
time, even if proposals were immediately
sent to Congress. It would be impossible
for the matter to be resolved by the end
of this session.

In order to assure that there is no dis-
ruption in the construction grants pro-
gram while recommendations are devel-
oped by EPA and submitted to Congress,
S. 901 would extend the moratorium for
1 full year—from June 30, 1979, to June
30, 1980. It is expected that EPA will
submit its proposals on future implemen-
tation of the ICR requirement to Con-
gress in January 1980. It is expected that
these recommendations will be developed
in close cooperation with the commit-
tee. In this way, when Congress is back
in session, we will be able to substantively
resolve this matter.

Mr. Speaker, I urge enactment of this
necessary legislation.®

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to revise
and extend their remarks on the Senate
bill just considered.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday rule
be dispensed with on Wednesday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I object.

e E——

PROVIDING FURTHER EXPENSES
FOR COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT
MARINE AND FISHERIES

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I call up House Resolution
430 and ask for its immediate considera-
tion.

The Clerk read the resolution,
follows:

CALENDAR
ON

as

H. REs. 430

Resolved, That in addition to the funds
authorized by H. Res. 132, and for the fur-
ther expenses of investigations and studies
to be conducted by the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries, acting as a
whole or by subcommittee, not to exceed
$184,278, including expenditures for the em-
ployment of investigators, attorneys, and
clerical, and other assistants, and for the
procurement of services of individual con-
sultants or organizations thereof pursuant
to section 202(1) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended (2 US.C.
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T72a(1) ), shall be paid out of the contingent
fund of the House on vouchers authorized
by such committee, signed by the chairman
of such committee, and approved by the
Committee on House Administration. Not to
exceed 887,500 of the total funds provided
by H. Res. 132 and by this resolution may be
used to procure the temporary or intermit-
tent services of individual consultants or
organizations thereof pursuant to section
202(1) of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946, as amended (2 U.S.C. 72a(i)); but
this monetary limitation on the procure-
ment of such services shall not prevent the
use of such funds for any other authorized
purpose.

Sgc. 2. No part of the funds authorized by
this resolution shall be available for expen-
diture in connection with the study or in-
vestigation or any subject which is being
investigated for the same purpose by any
other committee of the House; and the chair-
man of the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries shall furnish the Committee
on House Administration information with
respect to any study or investigation in-
tended to be financed from such funds.

Sec. 3. The authorization granted by the
resolution shall expire immediately prior to
noon on January 3, 1980.

Sec. 4. Funds authorized by this resolution
shall be expended pursuant to regulations
established by the Committee on House Ad-

;nin!stratlon in accordance with existing
aw.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 430 provides an additional
$94,074 in funds for the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries so that
it may complete its investigations and
studies in the current session. -

Among the investigations and legisla-
tive activities of the committee, Mr.
Speaker, which have necessitated the ad-
ditional funding provided in this resolu-
tion, are the Mexican oil well blowout,
the omnibus maritime law proposal, the
Panama Canal, and the Fisheries Con-
servation and Management Act hearings.

The original amount requested by the
committee in order to complete its inves-
tigations and studies was $184,278. After
consultation between the Subcommittee
on Accounts and the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries Committee, several steps
were taken to reduce the amount to the
proposed $94,074 figure. These steps in-
cluded a moratorium on hiring, on pur-
chasing and on further field hearings.

01210

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: strike out all after
the resolving clause and insert:
That in addition to the funds authorized
by H. Res. 132, and for the further expenses
of investigations and studies to be conducted
by the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, acting as a whole or by subcom-
mittee, not to exceed $54,074, including ex-
penditures for the employment of investiga-
tors, attorneys, and clerical, and other assist-
ants, and for the procurement of services of
{ndividual consultants or organizations there-
of pursuant to sections 202(i) of the Legisla-
tive Reorganization Act of 1846, as amended
(2 U.8.C. 72a(1) ), shall be paid out of the
contingent fund of the House on vouchers
authorized by such committee, signed by the
chairman of such committee, and approved
by the Committee on House Administration.,
not to exceed $87,600 of the total funds pro-
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vided by H. Res. 132 and by the resolution
may be used to procure the temporary or
intermittent services of individual consul-
tants or organizations thereof pursuant to
section 202(1) of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946, as amended (2 U.8.C. T2a(il);
but this monetary limitation on the procure-
ment of such services shall not prevent the
use of such funds for any other authorized
purpose.

Sec. 2. No part of the funds authorized
by this resolution shall be available for ex-
penditure in connection with the study or
investigation or any subject which is being
investigated for the same purpose by any
other committee of the House; and the chair-
man of the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries shall furnish the Committee
on House Administration information with
respect to any study or investigation intended
to be financed from such funds.

Sec. 3. The authorization granted by the
resolution shall expire immediately prior to
noon on January 3, 1980.

SEec. 4. Funds authorized by this resolution
shall be expended pursuant to regulations
established by the Committee on House Ad-
ministration in accordance with existing law.

Mr. BRADEMAS (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the committee amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BRADEMAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FRENZEL) .

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman for yield-
ing.

The committee amendment makes a
substantial reduction in the amount of
money requested by the Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries Committee. It is the
judgment of the minority that the
amendment should be supported.

However, it is unfortunate that any
committee would overspend its budget as
this one did. This is a perfect example
of out-of-control spending on congres-
sional staff.

I am particularly pleased that the Ac-
counts Subcommittee is seriously attack-
ing the runaway staff problem. The sub-
committee’s work on this resolution
ought to be a clear signal to all com-
mittees that the belts must be tightened.

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.

‘The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BRADEMAS., Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
resolution just agreed to.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR PRINTING AS HOUSE
DOCUMENT OF STUDY ENTITLED
“SOVIET DIPLOMACY AND NEGO-
TIATING BEHAVIOR: EMERGING
NEW CONTEXT FOR UNITED
STATES DIPLOMACY"”

Mr. HAWKINS, from the Committee
on House Administration, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 96-676) on
the resolution (H. Res. 469) providing
for the printing as a House document
of the study entitled “Soviet Diplomacy
and Negotiating Behavior: Emerging
New Context for United States Diplo-
macy” which was prepared at the re-
quest of the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs by the Congressional Research
Service of the Library of Congress, which
was referred to the House calendar and
ordered to be printed. :

VICTOR H. PALMIERI

(Mr. ANNUNZIO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to bring to the attention of my colleagues
the appointment by the President of Vie-
tor H. Palmieri as the new U.S. Co-
ordinator for Refugee Affairs. The Pres-
ident has also nominated Mr. Palmieri
as Ambassador at Large for Refugee
Affairs.

Victor Palmieri has a long and out-
standing record of public service both in
and out of Government and his out-
standing achievements highly qualify
him to oversee the Nation's refugee and
humanitarian relief programs so success-
fully and compassionately initiated by
President Carter. I am confident that
he will make major contributions to
America’s long and splendid record of
worldwide programs to alleviate the suf-
fering caused by earthquakes, famines,
and wars.

Victor Palmieri is a Californian who
received his education at Stanford Uni-
versity and is the chief executive at the
company he founded in 1969 to assist
business and government in corporate
reorganization and management.

After graduating from law school, he
practiced with the firm of O’Melveny &
Myers in Los Angeles from 1955-59, and
then became vice president at the Janss
Corp. at the age of 29. Only 4 years later,
he became the corporation’s president.

Mr. Palmieri has been a lecturer at
Harvard and Stanford Universities, is
a trustee of five foundations, is a di-
rector of Phillips Petroleum, and serves
as chairman of Pinehurst, Inc., and the
American Learning Corp.

In 1967, Victor Palmieri came to Wash-
ington as deputy director of the Kerner
Commission on Civil Disorders, and he
has also served on the President’s Com-
mission on White House Fellows, on the
Board of Directors of the Rural Develop-
ment Corporation, as a member of the
National Academy of Sciences and the
National Academy of Engineering.
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He has also served on the California
Governor's Advisory Council on Hous-
ing, the Coordinating Council on Urban
Policies, the Advisory Committee to the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, the Board of Directors of the
New Communities Development Corpo-
ration, and on the board of directors of
the California State colleges, Immacu-
late Heart College, and Community Tele-
vision of Southern California.

Mr. Speaker, it is with pride that I
welcome Victor Palmieri to his new and
crucial job as Coordinator for Refugee
Affairs and I extend my best wishes to
him for every success as he continues to
serve the people of our Nation.

OIL AND TURMOIL: WESTERN
CHOICES IN THE MIDDLE EAST

(Mr. DAN DANIEL asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. DAN DANIEL. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve most Members of this body will
agree that there is no more significant
area of the world today insofar as our
national interest is concerned than the
eastern Mediterranean. Recently, I have
obtained a policy paper by the Atlantic
Council of the United States Working
Group in the Middle East on the subject
of “Oil and Turmoil: Western Choices in
the Middle East.” I quote in part:

Turkey's geographical position, as well as
its size and military power, give it prime
importance both as the eastern anchor of
NATO and as a guardian of the security of
the Middle East. It Is necessary to ald the
Turks in their current economic crisis, so
that they can maintain thelr economic sta-
bility, their democratic institutions, and the
common security. Turkey's acceptance of
International Monetary Fund recommenda-
tlons on economic policy will make it all the
more imperative that American and other
ald be provided in sufficient volume both to
help the country through this period of
social tensions and to make it possible to
tackle the long-term economic problems.
The proposals currently under consideration
by the United States and its allies are a
necessary initial attack on the problem, al-
though they do not strike the Working Group
as large and bold enough to ensure success
over the long run. Beyond the necessary
emergency economic measures, the United
States should expand its relations with Tur-
key in the political and cultural sectors, to
create a mutually beneficial relationship,
not based solely on the need for military
facilities or listening posts but on a broad
solidarity grounded in respect for past per-
formance and confidence in future common
interest.

As first one country then another suc-
cumbs to international strife and exter-
nal pressure, those friends this Nation
has in that area become ever more im-
portant. The Turkish people need our
help and need it badly if they are to sur-
vive in the maelstrom which has been
created.

Turkey is vital to American security
and there is a direct relationship of mu-
tual defense interests.
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PEOPLE ARE STILL STARVING IN
CAMBODIA

(Mr. SHARP asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Speaker, for weeks,
our attention has been riveted to the
events in Iran, as well it should be. But
events in another part of the world have
rightfully drawn the deep concern of
Americans as well. I am speaking about
the tragic developments in Cambodia
where death by starvation is a daily oc-
currence for thousands.

Little new can be said of the situation
there, but here in Congress a daily vigil
helps remind us of the urgent need for
action.

Our Government has appropriated
funds for relief; our people privately are
giving generously to join with other na-
tions to bring food and medicine to the
Cambodian people. And such generosity
will be required for some time because of
the magnitude of the need. But these
efforts remain stymied by the cruel battle
for political power in Southeast Asia.

Our Government has pursued many
diplomatic avenues in hopes that the
humanitarian aid may rapidly flow to the
sick and starving. It must be alert to
every opportunity, every imaginable
course, to overcome the remaining
obstacles.

CAMBODIANS STILL BEING DE-
PRIVED OF FOOD

(Mrs. FENWICK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her
remarks.)

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Speaker, I, too,
would like to address the question of
Cambodia to which my colleague has
just referred. The situation is beyond
doubt one of the most tragic and terrible.
These people were subjected for a num-
ber of years, to a despot who killed with-
out mercy, drove the city people into the
country and murdered right and left.

Now they are faced with an invading
army of 200,000 men from neighboring
Vietnam, their historic enemy. The army
is dynamiting the rice fields, burning the
crops when they mature so the people
cannot harvest, denying their right to
fish.

What do we hear now? We hear that
the food that is donated and comes in
ships up the Mekong through Vietnam,
receives a $10,000 tax that goes to the
Vietnamese Government. We hear that
the food that comes to the port of
Kompong Som, which has an inadequate
railway system, must come to Phnom
Penh in trucks, but each truck is bor-
rowed from the Vietnamese Army, at a
cost of $3,000. We hear that the faction
that governs in Phnom Penh is unwilling
to allow more than a handful of foreign-
ers to supervise distribution of the food,
and is in fact storing it.
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SACKING OF AMERICAN EMBASSY
IN TRIPOLI CALLS FOR REASSESS-
MENT OF RELATIONS

(Mr. COURTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks,)

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, the
burning and sacking of our Embassy in
Libya on Sunday is the latest act of ter-
rorism, condoned by a nation-state,
against the United States in the last 4
weeks. News reports indicate that mem-
bers of the Libyan Armed Forces and
Militia took part in this attack and luck-
ily no American was injured. The
Libyan Government has a long history
of supporting terrorist movements such
as the PLO, IRA Provos, Baader-Mein-
hoff gang, and has given sanctuary to
former Ugandan dictator Idi Amin. In
the light of Libya’s history in fostering
terrorism and being a friendly base for
Soviet military activities I hope the ad-
ministration will reassess its relations
with Colonel Quadaffi with the view that
this nation poses a major threat to peace
in the Middle East by its support of
terrorism, its strong anti-Sadat cam-
paign, its irresponsible calls for using
the oil weapon against us and its close
ties to the Soviet Union.

Even though 10 percent of our im-
ported oil is from Libya, and that ac-
counts for 5 percent of our national con-
sumption, we cannot be blackmailed into
silence or forego our inherent right to
Sﬂti; -defense against such blatant hostile
acts.

CHILE

(Mr. COLLINS of Texas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
we are all keenly concerned about Iran.
One of the major issues is the extradi-
tion which Iran has demanded of the
United States and the United States has
refused.

But with the extradition issue so im-
portant, I was amazed to read on one
side of the front page about Iran’s re-
quest and then on the other side of the
page to read that the United States itself
is demanding an extradition from Chile,
The country of Chile has turned down
our extradition request. This matter with
Chile is about three citizens of Chile.
Extradition is a decision which must be
made and full determination should be
made by each country as to its own
judgment.

The State Department has no con-
sistent policy.

The United States has the right to
decide whether we extradite the Shah.
The United States chose not to extradite.

Chile has the right of choice on extra-
dition. Chile chooses not to extradite.

For the U.S. State Department to push
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this matter further with Chile, confirm’s
the world’s opinion that the United
States has no foreign policy. The right
to extradite rests within each country
for self determination. Let us once and
for all close this extradition issue with
Chile.

It should be the policy of our State
Department that the issue of extradi-
tion is a self determination policy within
each country. '

SENIOR SENATOR FROM MASSA-
CHUSETTS DISPLAYS BAD TIMING

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if
the senior Senator from Massachusetts
has considered registering as an agent
for the Government of Iran. His attack
on the Shah made yesterday while ap-
pealing to his constituency on the left
can only give renewed vigor to the mili-
tant elements in and out of Iran in their
efforts to make the Shah, and not our
hostages, the central issue.

The Senator’s attack on nuclear en-
ergy also strengthens our critical de-
pendence on OPEC oil, and thus gives
aid and comfort to Iran in its quest for
using oil as a weapon against America.

As usual, the Senator's sense of timing
and direction are dead wrong.

PRACTICES OF WORLD BANK
QUESTIONED

(Mr. YOUNG of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)
® Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
Barron’s, a national business and finan-
cial weekly, today published a news ar-
ticle which all Members of this House
should read before voting again on any
appropriations to the World Bank group.

The article reveals a number of things
that Members of the House will find ex-
tremely interesting.

It reveals that soon after World Bank
President Robert McNamara wrote to
the House Appropriations Subcommit-
tee on Foreign Operations promising
that the World Bank group would not
loan money to Vietnam in fiscal 1980, he
wrote another letter to Treasury Secre-
tary G. William Miller and apologized
for writing that letter to us.

It reveals that World Bank employees
are increasingly concerned over the em-
phasis on quantity rather than quality
in approving Bank projects. It reveals
that a report prepared by the World
Bank Group Staff Association found
that “* * * Many staff believe the Bank
to be over-controlled and underman-
aged.” In effect, the report charges that
McNamara runs the Bank in such an
autocratic manner that he fails to make

adequate use of the professionals on his
staff.




December 3, 1979

The Barron’s report also reveals that
the Bank’s own annual review of 98 oper-
ations, representing about $1.8 billion
in loans, found that projects are fre-
quently changed because of faulty or in-
complete design, because of a change in
objectives, or because of what were de-
scribed as “financial reasons.”

That internal bank report found that
five projects had large cost overruns.
Three of these were in Indonesia and
one project cost five times as much as
budgeted. It revealed that many ques-
tions remain about procedures used in
spending money loaned to Iran, loans
which have since been canceled. And it
reveals that a loan to Pakistan was so
hurriedly put together that the project
ran 4 years behind schedule.

Mr. Speaker, the House is learning
more and more about the questionable
practices and problems of the World
Bank. I believe many Members of this
House are beginning to look on that in-
stitution with increased skepticism as a
result of information that has come to
light in the last 3 years as a result of the
subcommittee’s efforts.

Barron's has made a significant con-
tribution to that flow of information, and
I commend that publication and its re-
porter, Shirley Hobbs Scheibla, for this
excellent example of investigative re-
porting.

Mr. Speaker, I will make a more de-
tailed report and include the full text of
the Barron's article later today in the
Extension of Remarks section of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.®@

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLERK
OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MoakLEY) laid before the House the fol-
lowing communication from the Clerk of
the House of Representatives:

Washington, D.C., November 30, 1979,
Hon. TaHomas P. O'Ne1LL, Jr.,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washingtion, D.C.

Dear MR. SPEAKER: I have the honor to
transmit herewith a sealed envelope from
the White House, recelved in the Clerk's
Office at 10:568 a.m on Friday, November 30,
1979, and sald to contain a message from the
President, entitled Special Message on Pa-
perwork Reduction.

With kind regards, I am,

Sincerely,
EpmunNDp L. HENsSHAW, Jr.,
Clerk, House of Representatives.
By W.RaYMoND COLLEY,
Deputy Clerk.

EXECUTIVE ORDER ON PAPER-
WORK REDUCTION—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF ‘THE
?NI‘TED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 96-
34)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United States;
which was read and, without objection,
referred to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations and ordered to be
printed:
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To the Congress of the United States:
In the past two and one half years, my
Administration has achieved real prog-
ress in cutting the paperwork burden
government imposes on the public. Today
I am announcing steps to expand and ac-
celerate that effort. .
I have today signed an Executive Or-
der on paperwork reduction. I am also
calling on the Congress to enact two bills
which will help eliminate needless forms,
cut duplication, streamline those forms
which are necessary and strengthen cen-
tral oversight of Federal paperwork.

Government efficiency is a central
theme of my Administration. If we are to
restore confidence in government, we
must eliminate needless burdens on the
public. We have pursued this goal
through regulatory reform, civil service
reform, reorganization, and other initi-
atives. Paperwork reduction is an im-
portant part of this program.

Some Federal paperwork is needed.
The government must collect informa-
tion to enforce the civil rights laws, com-
pile economic statistics, design sound
regulations, and for many other pur-
poses. In recent years, however, govern-
ment forms, surveys and interviews have
mushroomed. Much of this paperwork is
unnecessary or duplicates information
being collected elsewhere.

My Administration has stopped the
paperwork surge and started cutting
this burden down to size. We have re-
duced the amount of time Americans
spend filling out Federal forms by almost
15%—127 million hours. That is the
equivalent of 75,000 people working full-
time for a year. We have evaluated the
520 recommendations of the Paperwork
Commission and have already imple-
mented more than half of them.

The Internal Revenue Service made it
possible, for example, for five million tax-
payers to switch from the long tax form
to the short one. The Occupational Safe-
ty and Health Administration exempted
40,000 small businesses from reporting
requirements. The Interstate Commerce
Commission sliced a 70-page report re-
quired from 13,000 carriers down to 8
pages. The Labor and Treasury Depart-
ments slashed the paperwork burden that
was crushing the small pension plans. I
am today announcing that we are con-
solidating three reports required from
the States on welfare and food stamp
programs; this will eventually save 500,-
000 hours and $10 million per year.

The progress in cutting Federal paper-
work has been substantial, but we must
do more. Congress is enacting new re-
quirements in energy, environmental
protection, and other programs that will
add to the paperwork burden. To con-
tinue our success in eliminating Federal
paperwork, we need the broad manage-
ment program I am announcing today.

The Executive Order I have signed es-
tablishes strong management tools for
the Executive agencies. First of all, it
creates a “paperwork budget.” Each
agency will submit an annual estimate of
the numbers of hours required to fill out
all its forms. The Office of Management
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and Budget will then hold agencies to
that total or order it cut. The process
will be similar to the spending budget; it
will give agencies incentives to set pri-
orities and to eliminate or streamline
burdensome forms.

The Order creates a Federal Informa-
tion Locator System, which will list all
the types of information collected by
Federal agencies. Before an agency col-
lects information, it will check in this
System to see if another agency already
has the data.

The Order also requires agencies to
consider the special paperwork problems
of small organizations and small busi-
nesses. Data gathering that may be easy
for a corporation with computerized rec-
ords may be very costly for a small busi-
ness person who keeps records by hand.
Some reports must necessarily be univer-
sal and uniform, but in many cases agen-
cies can meet their information needs
while providing exemptions or less bur-
densome reports for small businesses.
Some agencies already have started do-
ing so. The Executive Order requires all
agencies to review each form to identify
those cases where small organizations
can be exempted or given simpler forms.
Senator JouN CULVER deserves credit for
leading the development of this concept
of special consideration for small orga-
nizations.

Finally, the Order mandates a “sun-
set” process. This process will be similar
to the legislation I am supporting to
mandate sunset reviews for regulations,
spending programs, and tax expendi-
tures. The Paperwork Order requires
that each form terminate every five years
unless a new decision is made to con-
tinue it.

We also need legislation to build a
complete paperwork control program
and extend it to all agencies. Representa-
tives Jack BrooOKs, FRANK HoORTON, and
Tom STEED and Senator LAwToN CHILES
have taken the lead in developing a Pa-
perwork Reduction Act which will
strengthen and unify existing paperwork
oversight. The Federal Reports Act is
insufficient in this regard. It gives OMB
power to disapprove many agencies’
forms, but the independent regulatory
commissions are reviewed by the General
Accounting Office and tax, education,
and health manpower programs have no
central review at all, These loopholes
represent 819 of the total paperwork
burden, of which tax forms are 73%.

This legislation will close these loop-
holes, providing central oversight for all
forms. It also strengthens the paperwork
clearance process by allowing members
of the public to refuse to fill out forms
that have not been properly cleared.

The legislation will provide additional
tools to cut duplication in paperwork
requirements. When several agencies
want to collect overlapping data, the bill
will empower the OMB to assign one
agency to do the job. The bill will also
deal with the special problems of statis-
tical systems. One cause of duplication
is that agencies collect statistical data
under pledges of confidentiality, and




34346

these pledges hamper sharing the data.
The bill will authorize such sharing while
strengthening safeguards to ensure the
data is used only for statistical purposes
and never to abuse personal privacy.
These provisions will also strengthen our
Federal statistical systems, which are
crucial to economic and other
policymaking.

While controlling the paperwork im-
posed on the public, we must also hold
down paperwork within the Government
itself. I am therefore submitting to the
Congress the Reports Elimination Act of
1979. This bill, together with administra-
tive action we are taking now, will elimi-
nate or simplify 278 annual agency re-
ports, saving at least $5.5 million per
year.

This overall paperwork reduction pro-
gram has been developed in a cooperative
effort with the leaders of the Senate
Governmental Affairs and House Gov-
ernment Operations Committees. Work-
ing together, we will continue the prog-
ress on cutting away red tape.

I urge the Congress to act promptly on
the two bills I have discussed.

Jirmy CARTER.

The WHITE HoUsg, November 30, 1979.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant
to the provisions of clause 3(b) of rule
XXVII, the Chair announces that he will
postpone further proceedings today on
each motion to suspend the rules on
which a recorded vote or the yeas and
nays are ordered, or on which the vote is
objected to, under clause 4 of rule XV.

After all motions to suspend the rules
have been entertained and debated and
after those motions to be determined by
“nonrecord” votes have been disposed of,
the Chair will then put the question on
each motion on which the further pro-
ceedings were postponed.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken on Tuesday, December 4, 1979.

CIVIL AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1979

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 5138) to authorize certain
appropriations to the Office of Personnel
Management, the Merit Systems Pro-
tection Board, the Special Counsel of the
Merit Systems Protection Board, and the
Federal Labor Relations Authority, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 5138

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

SecTioN 1. This Act may be cited as the

“Civil Service Authorization Act of 1979".
OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT

Sec. 2. There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment for each of the fiscal years 1981 and
1982—

(1) not to exceed $114,000,000 for salarles
and expenses; plus
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(2) such additional sums as may be neces-
sary for—

(A) increases in pay and related expenses
required by any adjustment to rates of pay
which occurs under sectlon E£305 of title 5,
United States Code, after September 30,
1979;

(B) increases in payments to the Admin-
istrator of General Services required by any
increase which occurs after September 30,
1979, in charges for space and services under
section 210 of the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C.
490); and

(C) increases in payments to the United
Btates Postal Service under section 3206 of
title 39, United States Code, for matter sent
in the mails which is necessary for the basic
operation of the programs of the Office if the
Increases are required because of any in-
crease in postage rates ‘which occurs after
September 30, 1879.

MERIT SYSTEMS PROTECTION BOARD

Sec. 3. There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Merit Systems Protection
Board for each of the fiscal year 1981 and
1982—

(1) mot to exceed $15,000,000 for salarles
and expenses; plus

(2) such additional sums as may be neces-
sary for—

(A) Increases in pay and related expenses
required by any adjustment to rates of pay
which oceurs under section 5305 of title 5,
United States Code, after September 30,
1979;

(B) increases in payments to the Admin-
istrator of General Services required by any
increase which occurs after September 30,
1979, in charges for space and services under
section 210 of the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C.
490); and

(C) increases in payments to the United
States Postal Service under section 3206 of
title 39, United States Code, for matter sent
in the malls which is necessary for the basic
operation of the programs of the Authority
if the increases are required because of any
increase in postage rates which occurs after
September 30, 1979.

SPECIAL COUNSEL OF THE MERIT SYSTEMS PRO-
TECTION BOARD ’

8ec. 4. There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Special Counsel of the Merit
Systems Protection Board for each of the
fiscal years 1981 and 1982—

(1) not to exceed $8,000,000 for salaries and
expenses; plus

(2) such additional sums as may be neces-
sary for—

(A) Increases in pay and related expenses
required by any adjustment to rates of pay
which occurs under section 5305 of title 5,
United States Code, after September 30, 1979;

(B) increases In payments to the Admin-
istrator of General Services required by any
increase which occurs after September 30,
1979, in charges for space and services under
section 210 of the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act (40 U.S.C. 490);
and

(C) increases in payments to the United
States Postal Service under section 3206 of
title 39, United States Code, for matter sent
in the mails which is necessary for the basic
operation of the programs of the Special
Counsel If the increases are required because
of any increase in postage rates which occurs
after September 30, 1979.

FEDERAL LABOR RELATIONS AUTHORITY

Sec. 5. There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Federal Labor Relatlons Au-
thority for each of the fiscal years 1981 and
1982—
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(1) not to exceed $15,000,000 for salaries
and expenses; plus

(2) such additional sums as may be nec-
essary for—

(A) increases in pay and related expenses
required by any adjustment to rates of pay
which occurs under section 5305 of title 5,
Unit~d States Code, after September 30, 1979;

(B) increases in payments to the Adminis-
trator of General Services required by any
increase which occurs after September 30,
1979, in charges for space and services under
section 210 of the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C.
490); and

(C) Increases In payments to the United
States Postal Service under section 3206 of
title 39, United States Code, for matter sent
in the malls which is necessary for the basic
operation of the programs of the Office if the
increases are required because of any in-
crease in postage rates which oeccurs after
September 30, 1979.

TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

SEc. 6. (a) Chapter 11 of title 5, United
States Code relating to the Office of Person-
nel Management, is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new section:
“§ 1106. Annual authorizations

“Except as otherwise expressly provided
under this title, appropriations for the Office
of Personnel Management for any fiscal year
beginning after September 30, 1880, shall be
considered to be authorized only to the ex-
tent expressly provided by statute for the
fiscal year involved.”.

(b) Chapter 12 of such title 5, relating to
the Merit Systems Protection Board, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new section:

“§ 1210. Annual authorizations

“Appropriations for the Merit Systems Pro-
tection Board and the Special Counsel for
any fiscal year beginning after September
30, 1980, shall be considered to be authorized
only to the extent expressly provided by
statute for the fiscal year involved.”.

(c) Section 7104 of such title, relating to
the Federal Labor Relations Authority, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(g) Appropriations for the Authority for
any fiscal year beginning after September 30,
1980, shall be considered to be authorized
only to the extent expressly provided by
statute for the fiscal year involved.".

(d) (1) The table of sections for chapter 11
of such title 5 is amended by inserting after
the item relating to section 1105 the follow-
ing new item:

“11.06. Annual authorizations.”.

{(2) The table of sections for chapter 12
of such title 5 is amended by inserting after
the item relating to section 1209 the follow-
ing new item:

“1210. Annual authorizations.",

(e) (1) Section 903 of the Civil Service Re-
form Act of 1978 (5 U.B.C. 55609 note) is re-
pealed, effectively with respect to fiscal years
beginning after September 30, 1980.

(2) The table of contents for the Clvil
Service Reform Act of 1978 is amended by
striking out the item relating to section 903.

REPORT TO CONGRESS

Sec. 7. (a) (1) Not later than January 31 of
each year the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment shall transmit to each House of the
Congress a report describing each contract
entered into by an executive agency (as de-
fined in section 105 of title 5, United States
Code) during the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30 preceding the transmittal of such re-
port for—

(A) the performance of any personnel
management function; or

(B) training, research, development, or
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evaluation relating to any personnel manage-
ment function.

{2) For the purpose of this subsection,
“personnel management function” includes
performance evaluation, position classifica-
tion, and labor management relations, but
does not include, with respect to any execu-
tive agency, any personnel management func-
tion for which the Office of Personnel Man-
agement has no responsibility.

(b) Each report required under subsection
(a) shall include, with respect to each con-
tract described, detailed information con-
cerning—

(1) the parties to the contract,

(2) the cost of the contract,

(3) the cost which would have been in-
curred if the functions contracted for had
been performed directly by an executive
agency.

(4) the number of full-time employees
which would have been required to perform
the functions contracted for if those func-
tions had been performed directly by an ex-
ecutive agency, and

(5) H the cost reported under paragraph
(2) with regard to any contract exceeds the
cost reported under paragraph (3) regarding
that contract—

(A) the authority for entering into the
contract,

(B) the reason for entering into the con-
tract, and

(C) whether the personnel and expertise
required to perform the functions contracted
for were avallable within any executive
agency or the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment.

(€)
quired under subsection

In addition to the information re-
(b), each report

transmitted under subsection (a) shall set
forth for the fiscal year involved—

(1) the total number of contracts required
to be reported,

(2) the total cost of all such contracts,

(3) the total number of full-time employ-
ees which would have been required to per-

form the functions contracted for if the
functions had been performed directly by
executive agencies, and

(4) a description of each personnel man-
agement function, with respect to each ex-
ecutive agency, for which the Director of the
Office of Personnel Management has deter-
mined the Office has no responsibility,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant
to the rule, a second is not required on
this motion.

The gentlewoman from Colorado (Mrs.
SCHROEDER) will be recognized for 20
minutes, and the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. CourTER) will be recognized
for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman
from Colorado (Mrs. SCHROEDER) .

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, HR.
5138 places the civil service agencies of
the Federal Government on limited dur-
ation authorizations for specific sums of
money. In so doing, it places the Office
of Personnel Management (OPM), the
Merit Systems Protection Board
(MSPB) , the Office of the Special Coun-
sel (OSC), and the Federal Labor Rela-
tions Authority (FLRA) on the same ba-
sis as the Department of Defense, the
Department of Energy, and the Depart-
ment of State. Each of these Cabinet de-
partments are provided with the funds
they need to operate by virtue of an
expiring authorization. Unless a reau-
thorization is passed at the appropriate
time, each of these essential agencies of
Government would cease to exist. The
fact of the matter is, however, that re-
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authorization legislation is routinely
passed. Why, then, do I support placing
the civil service agencies on such limited
authorizations?

The answer is that authorizations of
limited duration force Congress to scruti-
nize the operations of the agencies on a
periodic basis. I have learned over my 7
years in Congress and during my 5 years
as a subcommittee chair that oversight
is low-priority work. The press of pend-
ing legislation forces us to place system-
atic investigation of Federal agencies on
a back burner. Around here, once some-
thing is on the back burner, it never
again receives the attention it deserves.
A periodic authorization marshalls the
pressure of having to move legislation
into the service of needed oversight.

In this way, H.R. 5138 works on the
same theory as sunset legislation. The
difference is that each authorizing com-
mittee, in the case of sunset legislation,
would be subject to an arbitrary and ex-
ternally imposed schedule for review. In
the case of this bill, the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee has determined
that a 2-year review cycle is appropriate
at the beginning. The next time we re-
authorize these agencies, as we may well
decide that less-frequent reauthoriza-
tion is appropriate.

In drafting H.R. 5138, the committee
authorized each of the civil service agen-
cies only for the amount of money def-
initely needed. We tried to keep the total
authorized levels very close to what the
President had recommended. For the
most part, we succeeded. The vast ma-
jority of the civil service moneys go to
the Office of Personnel Management,
which can be best understood as the cen-
tral personnel manager of Government.
We held OPM to its current expenditure
level of $115 million a year. The three
“employee protection” agencies, MSPB,
OSC, and FLRA, were all grossly under-
funded in the President’s request. The
Appropriations Committee learned of
this problem and substantially increased
funding for these agencies. Due to the
swelling workload of these units, how-
ever, the level set by the Appropriations
Committee will not be adequate for fu-
ture years. For this reason, the com-
mittee recommends an increase of about
$9.5 million in the total budgets of these
agencies.

It seems to me that this bill is needed,
desirable, and fiscally responsible. I
thought that legislative oversight was a
noncontroversial goal. I have been sur-
prised to find, however, that there is at
least one member of this body who has
problems .with the concept. This sur-
prise was intensified by the fact that no
one raised any objections during the
markup of the legislation in committee.

Nevertheless, let me answer some of
the late-in-coming arguments raised by
the critic of this legislation. First, H.R.
5138 is necessary to assure that the Civil
Service Reform Act of 1978 works. All
too often, Congress has passed a major
program, closed its eyes to implementa-
tion, and then learned of the program’s
demise. I do not want that to happen to
the Reform Act. I voted for it and I want
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it to work. Only by watching imple-
mentation, can Congress assure that the
act is properly carried out. HR. 5138
serves that purpose.

Second, it is foolish in the extreme to
say that oversight is premature. It is now
that major decisions about the imple-
mentation of the act are being made. It
is now that agencies and employees will
determine whether the new performance
appraisal system is meaningful or mean-
ingless. It is now that performance
standards are being set on which merit
pay and Senior Executive Service bo-
nuses will be based. It is now that the
Merit Systems Protection Board will
either establish or undercut its own
credibility. If this is not the time for
congressional scruitiny, I do not know
what is.

Third, at no time during consideration
of the Reform Act last year was there
any discussion about the permanent au-
thorization contained in the bill the ad-
ministration sent up. With all the other
meaty, substantive issues to consider, we
Jjust plain missed the issue of the length
and type of authorization. It is, there-
fore, misleading to claim that Congress
considered the question last year and
made a deliberate decision.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5138 is significant
reform legislation which will not disrupt
the operations of Federal agencies and
will not cost any additional money. All
it will do is force Congress to be account-
able for the program it created. Because
I believe in legislative accountability, I
urge support for this legislation.

[ 1230

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,

Mr. Speaker, the question before the
House today is whether it is necessary to
make a major change in the recently
enacted Civil Service Reform Act of
1978, as is proposed in HR. 5138.

This legislation imposes a 2-year ex-
piring authorization and further, fixes
the level of funding under that authori-
zation 2 years in advance.

This is a sharp departure from the
decision made by the House just 1 year
ago when it decided to provide unexpir-
ing authorization of funds for the ad-
ministration of that act. Implementation
of the comprehensive reform package re-
quires time, and the respective agencies
must be allowed some flexibility.

In testimony before our committee, the
effected agencies, except the special
counsel, felt it was inappropriate to
apply the sunset principle to the par-
ticular agency they represented.

Mr. Speaker, legislative oversight is a
proper and valuable tool of the legisia-
tive process, but we also need to be fair
in allowing these newly created agencies
to perform as the Civil Service Reform
Act intends them to perform. It may be
far too early for the type of tinkering
this legislation would encourage.

t is generally recognized the Civil
Service Reform Act is being implemented
and administered in a very efficient
fashion. It is my hope this landmark
legislation will be given every opportu-
nity to succeed. We in the Congress have
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the responsibility to assure that it not
only receives the necessary funds to op-
erate but that we do nothing to hinder
its successful implementation.

Mr. Speaker, as indicated before, some
people may have reservations with re-
gard to this legislation because of the
Z-year expiring authorization and
further because of the fact that it fixes
the level of funding under that authori-
zation for 2 years. On balance, however,
I think it is needed legislation, obviously.
It is a reasonably good piece of legisla-
tion, and the minority has no serious
reservations.
® Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, the Civil
Service Authorization Act (H.R. 5138)
authorizes the Office of Personnel Man-
agement (OPM) and the other personnel
agencies established by the Civil Serv-
ice Reform Act (P.L. 95-454). This bill
contains language which I introduced as
an amendment in subcommitte, and
which was approved by the full Post Of-
fice and Civil Service Committee, to re-
quire that this Congress be told about
the millions of dollars being spent by the
executive branch in contracts in the area
of personnel management.

I introduced this amendment because
of the lack of accountability in the ex-
ecutive branch in the area of contracting.
OPM is supposed to be the personnel
management arm of the executive branch
and yet when the Department of Energy
contracted to write position descrip-
tions—a contract that should never have
been let—OPM said it was not their re-
sponsibility to know about such con-
tracts.

Last July, Alan Campbell, director of
OPM, testified in hearings before my sub-
committee that contracts were being let
by agencies to design performance-ap-
praisal systems for the senior executive
service. He could not tell me how many.
how much they cost, whether several
agencies were contracting with the same
firms, and paying 2 or 3 times for the
same work. We have just determined that
the Department of Navy is planning to
issue $10 million in contracts for develop-
ment of performance-appraisal sys-
tems—enough to fund the entire com-
mission on Civil Rights or the Federal
Maritime Commission for a full year.

It is time for someone to be account-
able. This bill will make OPM account-
able. It will provide Congress with the
information necessary for oversight.

The bill requires an annual report to
Congress, by OPM, deseribing each con-
tract entered into by an executive agency
in the area of personnel management.

In addition to information about the
cost, both by contract and in-house to
perform the function, the report must
state the reason for entering into any
contract which is not cost-effective. It
must also state the authority for enter-
ing into a contract which is not cost-
effective.

The annual report would also provide
total figures for these contracts on the
number, cost, and number of full-time
employees who would have been required
to perform the functions contracted for
if the functions had been performed by
the agencies.®
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the remainder of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from Colorado (Mrs.
ScaroEDER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, HR. 5138, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof),
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed,

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and
to include extraneous matter, on the bill
H.R. 5138.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

RECREATIONAL BOATING FUND
ACT OF 1979

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I move fo
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
4310) to amend the Federal Boat Safety
Act of 1971 to improve recreational boat-
ing safety and facilities through the
development, administration, and fi-
nancing of a national recreational boat-
ing safety and facilities improvement
program, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4310

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

TITLE I—RECREATIONAL BOATING SAFE-

TY AND FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT

Sec. 101. This title may be cited as the
“Recreational Boating Safety and Facllities
Improvement Act of 1979".

Sec. 102. The Federal Boat Safety Act of
1971 (Public Law 92-75, B85 Stat. 213), as
amended, is amended as follows:

(1) In section 2 by striking the first sen-
tence and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: “It is declared to be the policy of
Congress and the purpose of this Act to im-
prove recreational boating safety and facil-
ities and to foster greater development, use,
and enjoyment of all the waters of the
United States by encouraging and assisting
participation by the several States, the boat-
ing industry, and the boating public in the
development, administration, and financing
of a national recreational boating safety and
facilities improvement program; by author-
izing the establishment of national construc-
tion and performance standards for boats
and associated equipment; and by creating
more flexible authority governing the use of
boats and equipment.”.

(2) In section 3—

(a) by striking clauses (10) and (11) and
inserting in lleu thereof the following:

*(10) ‘United States’ and ‘State’ Include
the several States of the United States, the

District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the

United States Virgin Islands, the Common-
wealth of the Northern Marianas, the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands, and any other
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territory or possession over which the United
States has jurisdiction.

“(11) °‘Eligible State’ means a State that
has a State recreational boating safety and
facilities improvement program that has been
accepted by the Secretary.”; and

(b) by adding the following new clauses:

“(12) ‘Recreational boating safety pro-
gram’ means education, assistance, and en-
forcement activities conducted for the pur-
pose of boating accident or casualty preven-
tion, reduction, and reporting.

“{13) ‘Recreational boating facilities’
means public facilities that create, or add
to, public access to the waters of the United
States to improve their suitability for recre-
ational boating purposes, including such an-
cillary facilities as are necessary to insure
the safe use of those facilities.

“(14) ‘Fund’ means the National Recrea-
tional Boating Safety and Facilities Improve-
‘Tent Fund established by title IT of this

(1 Rl

(3) Section 25 is amended to read as fol-
lows:

"“NATIONAL RECREATIONAL BOATING SAFETY AND
FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

“Sec. 25. (a) In order to encourage greater
State participation and uniformity in boat-
ing safety and facility improvement efforts,
and particularly to permit the States to as-
sume the greater share of boating safety
education, assistance, and enforcement ac-
tivities, the Secretary shall implement and
administer a national recreational boating
safety and facilities improvement program.
Under this program, the Secretary may allo-
cate and distribute funds to eligible States
to assist them in the development, admin-
istration, and financing of State recreational
boating safety and facilities improvement
programs. The Secretary shall establish
guidelines and standards for this program.
In doing so, he shall—

*(1) consider, among other things, factors
which affect recreational bhoating safety by
contributing to overcrowding and congestion
of waterways, such as the increasing num-
ber of recreational boats using those water-
ways and their geographic distribution, and
the avallability and geographic distribution
of recreational boating facilities within and
among applylng States, as well as State
recreational boating casualty and fatality
statistics;

“{2) consult with the Secretary of the In-
terior so as to minimize duplication with the
purposes and expenditures of the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16
U.S.C. 4601-4) and with the guidelines de-
veloped thereunder; and

*(3) maintain environmental standards
consistent with the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1451-1464) ) and
other Federal laws and policles intended to
safeguard the ecological and esthetic quality
of our Nation's waters and wetlands.

“(b) A State whose recreational boating
safety and facilities improvement program
has been accepted by the Secretary shall be
eligible for either full or partial allocation
and distribution of funds under this Act to
assist that State in the development, admin-
istration, and financing of its State pro-
gram, Matching funds shall be allocated and
distributed among eligible States by the Sec-
retary in accordance with section 26 of this
Act.”.

(4) Sectlon 26 is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“PROGRAM ACCEPTANCE AND ALLOCATION OF
FUNDS

“Sec. 26. (a) The Secretary, in accordance
with this section and such regulations as he
may promulgate, may allocate and distribute
funds from the fund to any State that has
an accepted State recreational boating safety
and facilities improvement program, if the
State demonstrates to his satisfaction
that—
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“(1) the program submitted by that State
is consistent with the purposes of this Act;

“(2) the program submitted by that State
was developed in consultation with State
officials responsible for the statewide com-
prehensive outdoor recreation plan required
by the Land and Water Conservation Fund
Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-4) and for any
program developed under the Coastal Zone
Management Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1451-64).

"(8) funds distributed will be used to de-
velop and administer a State recreational
boating safety and facilities improvement
program containing the minimum require-
ments set forth in subsection (b) of this
section; and

“(4) sufficient State matching funds are
available from either general revenue, boat
registration and license fees, State marine
fuels taxes, or from a fund constituted from
the proceeds of such a tax and established
for the purpose of financing a State recrea-
tional boating safety and facilities improve-
ment program. No Federal funds from other
sources may be used to provide a State’s
share of the costs of the program described
under this section, nor may any State match-
ing funds committed to a program under
this Act be used to constitute the State's
share of matching funds required by any
other Federal program.

“(b) The Secretary shall accept a State
recreational boating safety and facilities im-
provement program that includes—

*(1) a vessel numbering system, either ap-
proved or administered by the Secretary un-
der this Act. An approved State vessel num-
bering system is necessary for full eligibility
for Federal funds allocated and distributed
under this section;

**(2) a cooperative boating safety assistance
program with the Coast Guard in that
state;

**(3) sufficient patrol and other activity
to insure adequate enforcement of applicable
State boating safety laws and regulations;

"(4) an adequate State boating safety edu-
cation program;

“{6) the designation of a State lead au-
thority or agency, which would implement or
coordinate the implementation of the State
recreational boating safety and facilities im-
provement program supported by Federal
financial assistance in that State, including
the requirement that the designated State
authority or agency submit required reports
that are necessary and reasonable for a prop-
er and efficient administration of the pro-
gram and that are in the form prescribed
by the Secretary; and

“(6) a facilities improvement program
describing boating facility projects, includ-
ing but not limited to: acquisition of title, or
any interest in riparian or submerged land;
and capital improvement of riparian or sub-
merged land for the purpose of increasing
public access to the waters of the United
States, and such ancillary facilities as are
necessary to insure the safe use of those
facilities,

“(e) Allocation and distribution of funds
under this section is subject to the follow-
ing conditions:

"“(1) Of the total funds available for allo-
catlon and distribution, one-third shall be
allocated each year for recreational boating
safety programs and two-thirds shall be allo-
cated for recreational boating facilities im-
provement programs.

“{2) Of the funds available for allocation
and distribution for recreational boating
safety programs, one-third shall be allocated
equally among eligible States. One-third
shall be allocated so that the amount each
year to each eligible State will be in the same
ratio as the number of vessels numbered in
that State, under a numbering system ap-
proved under this Act, bears to the number
of vessels numbered in all eligible States.
The remaining one-third shall be allocated
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so that the amount each year to each eligi-
ble State shall be in the same ratio as the
State funds expended or obligated for the
State boating safety program during the pre-
vious fiscal year by a State bears to the total
State funds expended or obligated for that
fiscal year by all eligible States for State rec-
reational boating safety programs.

“{3) Of the funds avallable for allocation
and distribution for recreational boating
facllities improvement programs, one-third
shall be allocated each year, equally among
eligible States. One-third shall be allocated
s0 that the amount each year to each eligible
State will be in the same ratio as the num-
ber of vessels numbered in that State bears
to the number of vessels numbered in all
eligible States. The remaining one-third shall
be allocated so that the amount each year
to each eligible State shall be in the same
ratio as the State funds expended or obli-
gated by the State for a recreational boating
facilities improvement program approved
under the Act during the previous fiscal year
by a State bears to the total State funds
expended or obligated for that fiscal year by
all eligible States for recreational boating
facilities improvement programs.

“(4) The amount recelved by any State
under this section in any fiscal year may not
exceed one-half of the total cost incurred by
that State in the development, administra-
tion, and financing of that State’'s recrea-
tional boating safety and facilities improve-
ment program in that fiscal year.

*{5) No allocation or distribution of funds
under this section may be made to any State
for the maintenance of boating facilities un-
der an approved State recreational boating
safety and facilities improvement program.

“(6) The Secretary is authorized to expend
from the funds available for allocation or
distribution in any fiscal year those sums,
not to exceed two percent of the funds avail-
able, as are necessary for the administration
of this Act.”

(5) Section 27 is repealed.

(6) In section 28 by striking subsections
(a) and (d) and redesignating subsections
(b) and (c¢) as (a) and (b), respectively.

(7) In section 29 by adding, following the
words “boating safety”, the words “and fa-

cilities improvement” and following the
words “costs of” the first time they appear,
the word “land,”.

(8) Section 30 is amended to read as
follows:

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR STATE
RECREATIONAL BOATING SAFETY AND FACILITIES
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS

“Sec. 30. For the purpose of providing fi-
nancial assistance for State recreational
boating safety and facilities Improvement
programs, there is authorized to be appropri-
ated from the National Recreation Boating
Safety and Facilities Improvement Fund
$30,000,000 for each of the fiscal years begin-
ning with fiscal year 1981 through fiscal year
1983, those appropriations to remain avail-
able until expended.”.

(9) Section 31 is amended—

(a) in subsection (a) to read as follows:

*“{a) Amounts allocated and distributed
under section 26 of this Act shall be com-
puted and paid to the States as follows: The
Secretary shall determine, during the last
quarter of a fiscal year, on the basis of com-
putations made pursuant to section 29 of
this Act and submitted by the States, the
percentage of the funds avallable for the
next fiscal year to which each eligible State
shall be entitled. Notice of the percentage
and of the dollar amount, if it can be deter-
mined, for each State shall be furnished to
the States at the earliest practicable time. If
the Secretary finds that an amount made
avallable to a State for a prior year is greater
or less than the amount which should have
been made available to that State for the
prior year, because of later or more accurate
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State expenditure information, the amount
for the current fiscal year may be increased
or decreased by the appropriate amount."”;
and

(b) in subsection (c) by adding, follow-
ing the word "safety" wherever it appears,
the words “and facilities improvement".
(10) Section 32 is amended—

(a) by striking in subsection (a) the
words “boating and boating safety” and in-
serting in lieu thereof the words “boating
safety and facilities improvement.”; and

(b) by adding in the first sentence of sub-
section (b) following the word "safety’” the
words “and facilities improvement".

TITLE II—ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND
Sec. 201. SHoRT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the “Recrea-
tional Boating Fund Act of 1979".

Sec. 202. ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL REC-
REATIONAL BOATING SAFETY AND
FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT FUND.

There is established in the Treasury of the
United States a separate fund to be known
as the “National Recreational Boating Safe-
ty and Facilities Improvement Fund', con-
sisting of such amounts as may be pald into
it as provided in section 208(f) (5) of the
Highway Revenue Act of 1856. Amounts in
the Fund shall be avallable, as provided in
appropriation Acts, for making expenditures
after September 30, 1980, and befure April 1,
1984, as provided in section 26 of the Federal
Boat Safety Act of 1971 (46 U.S.C. 1476).

Sec. 203. TRANSFER OF MOTORBOAT FUEL TAXES
TO FUND.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Paragraph (5) of sec-
tion 209(f) of the Highway Revenue Act of
1956 (23 U.S.C. 120 note) Is amended to read
as follows:

“(5) TRANSFERS FROM THE TRUST FUND FOR
MOTORBOAT FUEL TAXES.—

“{A) TRANSFER TO NATIONAL RECREATIONAL
BOATING SAFETY AND FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT
FUND.—

“(i) In cENERAL—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall pay from time to time from
the trust fund into the National Recreation-
al Boating Safety and Facilities Improve-
ment Fund established by section 202 of the
Recreational Boating Fund Act amounts (as
determined by him) equivalent to the
motorboat fuel taxes recelved on or after
October 1, 1980, and before October 1, 1983.

“(i1) LIMITATIONS.—

“(I) LIMIT ON TRANSFERS DURING ANY FIS-
CAL TYEAR—The aggregate amount trans-
ferred under this subparagraph during any
fiscal year shall not exceed $30,000.000.

“(II) LiMIT ON AMOUNT IN FUND—NoO
amount shall be transferred under this sub-
paragraph if the Secretary determines that
such transfer would result in increasing the
amount in the National Recreational Boating
Safety and Facilities Improvement Fund to
a sum in excess of $30,000,000.

“(B) EXCESS FUNDS TRANSFERRED TO LAND
AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND.—ANy amount
received in the trust fund which s attrib-
utable to motorboat fuel taxes and which is
not transferred from the trust fund under
subparagraph (A) shall be transferred by the
Secretary from the trust fund into the land
and water conservation fund provided for in
title I of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund Act of 1965.

“{C) MOTORBOAT FUEL TAXES.—For purposes
of this paragraph, the term ‘motorboat fuel
taxes’ means the taxes under section 4041 (b)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 with
respect to special motor fuels used as fuel
in motorboats and under section 4081 of such
Code with respect to gasoline used as fuel in
motorboats."

(b) ErrFecrive DaTE—The amendment

made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxes
received on or after October 1, 1980.
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SEc. 204. STUDY BY SECRETARY OF THE TREAS-
URY.

The Secretary of the Treasury (after con-
sultation with the Secretary of Transporta-
tion) shall conduct a study to determine
the portion of the taxes imposed by sections
4041(b) and 4081 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 which 1s attributable to fuel
used In recreational motorboats. Not later
than 2 years after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Secretary of the Treasury
shall report to the Congress on his findings
under such study.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant
to the rule, a second is not required on
this motion.

The gentleman from New York, Mr.
Biager, will be recognized for 20 minutes,
and the gentleman from Washington,
Mr. PriTcHARD, will be recognized for 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. BIAGGI) .

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, HR. 4310 amends the
Federal Boat Safety Act of 1971 to im-
prove recreational boating safety and
further greater development, use, and en-
joyment of all the waters of the United
States.

This measure responds to two separate
but interrelated needs of our boating
population—safety and access. Over 50
million persons in the United States en-
gage in recreational boating on a regular
basis. T'oday, there are an estimated 14
million pleasure craft operating on our
25 million square miles of waterways—
reflecting a sevenfold increase over the
last 40 years. These figures are expected
to double again before the end of this
century.

Most Americans today live within 50
miles of one of our four coastlines—ex-
tending for a hundred thousand miles
along the perimeter of the Lower 48
States. However, despite this vast ex-
panse of waterways and coastlines, our
boating population is perhaps even more
densely concentrated than the popula-
tion at large—residing and boating for
the most part near urban and coastal
areas. Moreover, only 4 percent of our
coastline is publicly owned or provides
public access to the water.

Density inevitably leads to conflict.
This is first reflected in accident sta-
tistics. Recreational boating follows this
pattern. Overcrowding and congestion of
waterways—and the lack of safe, ade-
quate boating access in many areas—
are already contributing to a spiraling
increase in boating casualties. Coast
Guard statisties show a continuing 6 per-
cent annual increase in search and res-
cue activity.

Seventy-six percent of all Coast Guard
SAR cases involve recreational vessels.
Most of these incidents occur within 25
miles of the coast. Half of all boating
accidents occur on internal waters sub-
ject to exclusive State jurisdiction—
along with one-third of the accompany-
ing fatalities. Clearly, boating accidents
do not respect jurisdictional boundaries.

Despite these trends and conditions—
reflecting a sense of inexorability to the
continuing increase in boating acci-
dents—two facts stand out. Since 1971,
the number of boating fatalities has ac-
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tually declined—and the rate of boating
fatalities, in proportion to the inereasing
number of recreational boats operating
on our waterways, has decreased by more
than half. The principal reason for this
reverse trend in boating fatalities is
simple. Since 1971, the Federal Govern-
ment—through the Coast Guard—and
the States have been engaged in a unique
partnership with a single goal—the im-
provement of boating safety.

Enactment of the Federal Boat Safety
Act of 1971 created an administrative
and operational framework that has re-
sulted in 51 of 55 eligible jurisdictions
establishing comprehensive boating safe-
ty programs—including:

The implementation of vessel number-
ing and casualty reporting systems;

The proliferation of boating safety
education programs;

And the entering into cooperative
agreements with the Coast Guard,
whereby the States assume the predomi-
nant role in recreational boating law
enforcement and assistance.

The financial inducement for States to
assume this responsibility was the inclu-
sion of Federal matching grants as the
principal feature of the 1971 act. Despite
the demonstrated record of accomplish-
ment and cost-effectiveness of this pro-
gram, the authorization for it will expire
at the end of fiscal year 1980.

However, this committee—after assess-
ing the positive benefits expected from
the continuation of some form of Fed-
eral assistance to State boating pro-
grams—and the almost certain negative
impacts from its termination—elected to
seek an alternative financing method to
assist State boating programs.

Just as the original Federal Boat
Safety Act permitted a shift in the oper-
ational and administrative responsibili-
ties of boating safety programs from the
Coast Guard to the States, H.R. 4310 will
shift the financial burden of support for
boating safety programs to the boating
population itself. It will accomplish this
through the utilization of an already
existing user fee—in the form of Federal
taxes on motor fuels used in boating.

At present, some 33 States earmark a
portion of their State marine fuels tax
revenue for State boating safety and
facilities improvement programs. There-
fore, enactment of this measure will aline
Federal policy with prevailing State
practice.

In addition, national recreation policy
has not considered the availability and
distribution of boating facilities as a con-
tributing factor to the increase in boat-
ing accidents. By incorporating a con-
cern for boating safety and facilities
development at both the Federal and
State level, we can insure that, in the
future, there will be both safe and ade-
quate means of access to our waterways
for our boating community.

Specifically, H.R. 4310 establishes a
new fund in the Treasury, entitled “The
National Recreational Boating Safety
and Facilities Improvement Fund.” It
authorizes the transfer of up to $30 mil-
lion each year in Federal marine fuels
tax proceeds from the highway trust
fund to the new boating fund. Any re-
ceipts in excess of $30 million would con-
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tinue to go to the land and water con-
servation fund.

All transfers of funds would be sub-
ject to annual appropriations acts. A
third of the funds transferred will be
available for utilization on a matching
basis to continue Federal assistance in
support of State boating safety pro-
grams. The remaining two-thirds would
be used to finance the development of
new boating facilities in accordance with
approved comprehensive State-wide
plans—designed to meet future demand
for those facilities where they are needed
most. In this manner, the States would
be assured of a continuing financial
commitment on the part of the Federal
Government in support of State boating
programs.

Allocation and distribution of funds
would be in accordance with formulas
utilized in the predecessor grants pro-
gram. These formulas generally reflect
the relative proportion of numbered
boats in each State—while, at the same
time, balancing the needs of large and
small States and providing incentives for
States that wish to undertake additional
efforts in boating safety and facilities
development.

Perhaps the most significant feature
of this legislation is that it represents no
additional spending authority. Rather, it
represents a congressional reordering of
priorities and reprograming of author-
izations as a consequence of the exercise
of the congressional oversight function
in determining the most cost-effective
use of limited budgetary resources in an
austere fiscal climate. )

Other important features of this bill
are—

It will help save lives and reduce prop-
erty damage.

It has the support of every national
boating organization: The boating in-
dustry—the National Association of
State Boating Law Administrators—and
the national boating advisory committee.

It will achieve its objectives at no di-
rect expense to the general taxpayer.
Few programs can make this claim.

It will replicate the accomplishments
of a highly successful program with a
singular record of accomplishment and
cost-effectiveness.

Moreover, it will perpetuate a unique
experiment in federalism in the promo-
tion and enforcement of recreational
boating safety.

I urge the unanimous passage of H.R.
4310 by my colleagues. In so doing, we
will send a signal to the other Chamber
of the importance of this legislation to
the safety and welfare of our national
boating constituency.

O 1240

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I join my colleagues from
both the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
and the Ways and Means Committees in
supporting the passage of H.R. 4310. The
bill would amend the Federal Boat
Safety Act of 1971 to improve recrea-
tional boating safety and facilities
through the development, administra-
tion, and financing of a national recrea-
tional boating safety and facilities im-
provement program.
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The Federal Boat Safety Act of 1971
provides Federal matching funds for
State boating safety programs. Federal
funding for these programs will end after
1979 because of an administration deci-
sion that the States should fund the pro-
grams. H.R. 4310 would continue the ex-
isting State boating safety programs and
enlarge the Federal role by developing
recreational boating facilities programs,
which include shoreside land acquisi-
tions. It would do this by creating a new
national recreational boating safety and
facilities improvement fund adminis-
tered by the Secretary of the Department
in which the Cdast Guard is operating.
The fund would be financed by diverting
$30 million annually—for fiscal years
1981 through 1983—of motorboat fuel
tax receipts from the existing land and
water conservation fund. One-third of
the funds are to go to boating safety
programs and two-thirds to facilities ac-
quisition and improvement.

Consultation at both the Federal and
State levels would be required to avoid
duplication by other programs and to in-
sure consistency with coastal zone man-
agement programs. The bill would tight-
en the fiscal mechanism by precluding
use of other Federal funds as the match-
ing share by a State and by disallowing
State matching funds as a credit against
other Federal programs.

The bill would also require a report
from the Secretary of the Treasury that
would identify with greater certainty
how much Federal motorboat fuel taxes
are being received. This information
would be used in future oversight and
reauthorization actions.

I urge my colleagues to support this
measure.

I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. BAUMAN).

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise as
a cosponsor of the legislation and I sup-
port it. It is very much needed legislation
and it appeals to my instincts since it
involves no additional expenditure but
rather a diversion of Federal gasoline
tax. That means that there will be no ad-
ditional cost to the Federal taxpayers
but rather the funds will come out of the
gasoline taxes paid by the boaters who
will benefit from this legislation.

There are now more than 14 million
recreational boaters in the United States
and some summer Stunday afternoons on
the Chesapeake Bay it seems that all of
them are having fun in Maryland. As
one who lives on the water and enjoys
boating, I can attest to the fact that leg-
islation of this nature is truly needed.

It is needed so that we can continue
the boating safety programs which have
worked so well, but equally so that public
access to boating can also be expanded.
This bill would permit the States to join
in a matching partnership with the Fed-
eral Government in allocating funds for
facilities acquisition and improvement.
The need for such improvements have
been well demonstrated in the State of
Maryland and it is the same in other
areas.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge the pas-
sage of this legislation and I am pleased
to be a cosponsor.

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time.
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Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Hawaii
(Mr., AKAKA) .

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 4310, the Federal Small
Boat Safety Act amendments. As a mem-
ber of the Merchant Marine Committee
and a Representative from a State com-
pletely surrounded by water, I am aware
of the need for Federal boat safety pro-
grams.

Dramatic increases in recreational
boating further impel us to extend Fed-
eral assistance to States for boat safety
programs. Arguments against extension
of boat safety programs have lately
focused on the unnecessary expenditures
by the Federal Government. I want to
point out to my colleagues that this bill
will not expend 1 cent in additional reve-
nues. Rather, this program, while ad-
ministered by the Coast Guard, will be
entirely financed with revenues from
marine fuel taxes: $30 million in marine
fuel taxes will be supplemented by States
contributions to insure continuation of
these important programs. States will
have a very difficult time continuing boat
safety programs without Federal as-
sistance. .

Mr. Speaker, boat safety programs
since 1971 have led to a dramatic decline,
a 50-percent decrease, in boating-related
accidents and fatalities. This will con-
tinue that trend without any additional
expenditures. I urge its approval.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. HUGHES) .

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the Recreational Boat-
ing Safety and Facilities Improvement
Act of 1979. As a member of the Sub-
committee on the Coast Guard and an
original sponsor of the legislation, I feel
that this bill marks a major step forward
in our efforts to promote recreational
boating safety and provide adequate fa-
cilities for the boating public.

The need for this legislation is clear.
Recreational boating has increased
dramatically in popularity in recent
years. Since 1971, the total boating popu-
lation has doubled from 7 million boats to
just over 14 million boats. Moreover, the
safety of these boats is a substantial con-
cern of the Federal Government. Statis-
tics show that recreation boats are in-
volved in 76 percent of all Coast Guard
search and rescue missions.

This bill is modeled closely after the
Federal Boat Safety Act of 1971. That act
has proved to be remarkably successful
in reducing boating accidents and fa-
talities. Since enactment, boating fatali-
ties have declined from 1,581 in 1971
to 1,321 in 1978. This decline takes on
added significance in view of the large
increase in the number of recreational
boats over that period.

A major reason for the success of the
1971 act was its State grant program.
Under that program, the States received
Federal grants for programs to improve
the skills of boat operators through
enhanced education and enforcement
efforts. The program, however, is sched-
uled to lapse at the end of fiscal year
1980. It would be illogical and counter-
productive for this grant program to
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come to an end at this time. Our hear-
ings demonstrated conclusively that the
States will not be able to continue their
safety programs without some form of
Federal assistance.

This legislation would continue Fed-
eral assistance to State boating safety
programs. It would authorize $20 million
a year for that purpose. It also would
authorize a modest matching grant pro-
gram to assist States in building and ex-
panding public boating facilities, such as
launching ramps, marinas, and dock
space. These grants are aimed at easing
the critical shortage of adequate facili-
ties that faces much of the boating pub-
lic today. In the coming years, the
problems of boating safety and adequate
facilities are expected to come into
sharper focus in view of the projected
increase in recreational boats and ma-
rine recreation.

In summary, this legislation is based
on a program with a proven record of
success. It will pay substantial benefits
to the public in reduced fatalities and
fewer accidents. I urge my colleagues to
support it.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. MURPHY).

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, with the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, has reported
H.R. 4310 a bill that would amend the
Federal Boat Safety Act of 1971 to im-
prove recreational boating safety and
facilities through the development, ad-
ministration, and financing of a national
recreational boating safety and facilities.
improvement program.

It is the purpose of this bill to estab-
lish a national program for recreational
boating safety and facilities improve-
ment and thus to meet a crucial need
for Federal support of the boating public
of our Nation. The bill would provide as-
sistance to State boating programs
through dedication of Federal motorboat
fuel tax revenues. State governments
would be assured of a proper and con-
tinuing role in the management of rec-
reational boating programs and in the
improvement of facilities to serve the 55
million of our citizens who engage in
recreational boating.

The national program would be self-
supporting. It would adopt the principle
of matching funds, thus multiplying the
benefits obtained from a centrally ad-
ministered national fund. And it would
provide for appropriate legislative safe-
guards through the congressional au-
thorization and appropriation process.

This bill should be viewed against the
backdrop of the boating safety grant
program, which is in the process of phas-
ing out. In 1971, the Federal Boat Safety
Act established the principle of Federal
assistance for State boating safety pro-
grams. For 1972, and for each ensuing
fiscal year through 1979, the Congress
provided funds for this purpose—funds
administered by the Coast Guard
through its boating safety grant pro-
gram.

Last year, in enacting the Coast Guard
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authorization bill, we authorized appro-
priations of up to $10 million to continue
this program for fiscal year 1980. Yet, for
reasons still obscure, the administra-
tion—in submitting its 1980 budget—
failed to request funds for this purpose.
The House Committee on Appropria-
tions, in reporting out the Department
of Transportation appropriation bill for
1980, did not include funds for the boat-
ing safety grant program—chiefly be-
cause the administration did not ask for
them.

We can only hope that this develop-
ment does not signal the decline of State
boating safety programs, now nearing
maturity and full effectiveness. The
comparatively small Federal investments
beginning in 1972 nourished the growth
and health of established State programs
and sustained the progress of State agen-
cies—some of which are only now hitting
their stride.

The return on Federal investments in
State boating safety programs accrues
not only to the benefit of each State but
to the Federal Government as well.
Through close cooperation and mutual
efforts, State authorities substantially
augment Coast Guard activities in boat-
ing safety, search and rescue, and marine
environmental protection. The efforts
and dedication of State administrators
and field personnel add immeasurably to
the effectiveness of the national program.
Given the success of these endeavors, it
it incumbent upon us to fashion through
legislation a new means of sustaining
State boating safety efforts within a na-
tional framework.

H.R. 4310 provides such a way by
charting a new course toward lasting
Federal-State cooperation and mutual
assistance in the boating safety field. The
bill would not legislate a grant program,
which some in the administration find
so onerous. Rather, the bill would provide
for the boating public to pay its own way
through allocation of Federal marine
fuels tax revenues to a national fund.
Even the cost of administering the fund
will not be borne by the nonboating pub-
lic: it will be financed from the fund it-
self. This concept has been tested in both
Federal and State programs of varying
purpose and has been found to be sound.
It is time now to apply it to the clearly
identified needs in the field of boating
safety by acting favorably on the bill be-
fore us.

H.R. 4310 provides a rational, work-
able, and effective solution to the prob-
lems we face today in boating safety and
facilities programs nationwide. The boat-
ing public does not constitute a rich elite,
but boaters are capable of paying their
own way, given the opportunity. The
financial mechanism employed in this
legislation provides that opportunity.
Furthermore, boating is a $7 billion na-
tional industry, employing 550,000 people
in 5,000 locations throughout our Nation.

Presently, 50 percent of the country’s
population lives in coastal areas. Esti-
mates are that this proportion will grow
to 75 percent by the 1990’s. H.R. 4310
will help sustain the wide-flung boating
industry and will open new opportunities
for our populace to enjoy the benefits of
recreational boating. It thus satisfies
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important national purposes and pays its
own way in the bargain.

Before closing, I wish to commend the
Committee on Ways and Means for the
expeditious and constructive manner in
which it considered H.R. 4310. While
leaving the substantive features of the
bill as it found them, the committee re-
structured the legislation to enhance
clarity and to provide for more effective
oversight. The Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries quickly acceded to
these changes, recognizing them as use-
ful and proper. We appreciate the co-
operative attitude of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

J 1250

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from California
(Mr, ANDERSON) .

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague, and the
chairman of the subcommittee for yield-
ing.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
4310. I recently have heard from several
enthusiasts of recreational boating in my
area, advocating this bill. But, I am much
more impressed having heard favorable
comments on this program from boaters
over the years when there was no legis-
lation pending.

I can think of no other program in-
volving leisure-time activities which has
been so successful and so universally
supported. With so much of our atten-
tion in Congress focused on controversial
problems and programs which have diffi-
culties, one of the pleasures of our job is
to be able to continue a service like this
one, which has saved an uncountable
number of lives over the last 20 years.

With the continued growth in recrea-
tional boating in this country, the need
for this program grows rather than
diminishes.

Very appropriately, funding for the
Boating Safety Act comes from taxes on
marine fuel, and not from the general
revenues from all taxpayers.

Finally, I would also especially like to
commend the Coast Guard for their fine
and important participation in this pro-

gram.
@ Mr. TREEN. Mr. Speaker, I join in
the endorsement of my colleagues from
both the Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries and the Ways and Means Commit-
tees for H.R. 4310 and urge its passage.

I recall a few years ago, prior to en-
actment of the Federal Boat Safety Act
of 1971, when oversight committees of
the Congress were most critical of the
Coast Guard responsiveness to a serious
recreational boating situation. The num-
bers of boats and boaters were expand-
ing rapidly—as were the casualty statis-
tics. Congress responded to a Coast
Guard proposal with a most cost-effective
program that promoted, as the heart of
that effort, a comprehensive Federal-
State boating safety partnership aided by
a Federal financial assistance or grant-
in-aid plan that has had a significant
multiplier effect reflected in States’
spending some seven times the amount of
Federal grants. Of even greater signifi-
cance is the corresponding reduction in
boating fatalities over the years.

Though Federal grants to the States
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averaging about $5 million annually has
ceased, a Federal role persists in main-
taining a boat numbering responsibility
and regulations for equipment perform-
ance and manufacturing standards—
not to overlook its primary and tradition-
al search-and-rescue responsibilities. In
each of these areas the States’ ability to
shoulder a greater share of the burden
will be seriously curtailed by the discon-
tinuance of the grant-in-aid program
which would necessitate a concomitant
increase in the residual responsibilities
of the Coast Guard and in its operating
expenses.

A logical solution has been found that
supports the State boating safety pro-
grams, reduces the burden to the general
taxpayer, is consistent with current
user-pay philosophies, and enhances the
safety of those ever increasing numbers
of people who find an essential and af-
fordable recreational outlet in boating—
that is at the same time fiscally respon-
sible and consistent with the appropri-
ate use and enhancement of our coastal
environment. That is a tall order but I
find that it is reasonably achieved
through H.R. 4310.

The $30 million authorized in this bill
provides for the continuance of State
boating safety efforts as before and an
additional process to achieve the ob-
jcetives I have outlined through devel-
opment of boating facilities, such as es-
sential moorings and launchways. De-
sirably, the States determine siting pri-
ority and participate in the funding ef-
fort.

The funds that will hopefully be ap-
propriated would be derived from Fed-
eral motorboat fuel tax receipts that
are now deposited in an Interior De-
partment managed land and water con-
servation fund. This latter fund would
continue to be most adequately sup-
ported by Federal surplus property sales
and from Outer Continental Shelf oil
and gas revenues.

Earmarking of fuel taxes is consist-
ent with other Federal programs, such
as that affecting Federal aid highways,
and with the practices of some 26 States.

The limited authorization, for the next
3 fiscal years, is consistent also with the
oversight concerns of the cognizant com-
mittees. This provides ample but not too
expansive a period for the processes to
be set in motion. plans and projects
to be started, States’ responsiveness to
be weighed, and both boating trends
and tax receipts to be assessed.

H.R. 4310 provides for a responsible
use of heretofore inequitably dedicated
marine fuel tax moneys. I strongly sup-
port its passage and commend the sub-
committee chairman, the Honorable
Mario Biacer, for guiding this bill
through committee and to the floor with
appropriate concern for a recognized
safety and citizen need.®
® Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I join my col-
leagues from both the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries and the Ways and Means
Committees in supporting the passage of
H.R. 4310,

At one time, we were all concerned
with the appalling number of accidents
and casualties that beset the recrea-
tional boating community. Congress
responded in 1971 with the Federal Boat
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Safety Act that recognized a continuing
Federal responsibility for this interstate
activity, but which also was a catalyst
for increased and cooperative State in-
volvement in patrolling its waters and
in standards setting and educational ac-
tivities. This Federal-State partnership
was nurtured by a Federal grant-in-aid
program which, though meagerly fund-
ed, has had a substantial effect on in-
creased State financial commitments
(some seven times the amount of Fed-
eral grants) and on reducing boating
fatalities.

The administration, feeling that the
objectives of the 1971 act had been
achieved, discontinued grant-in-aid
funding at the close of fiscal year 1979.
But a deterioration and possible rever-

sion to the pre-1971 state of conditions

is forecast.

H.R. 4310 addresses a basic Federal
safety responsibility and insures the
continuation of State programs through
a revised grant and matching fund ef-
fort.

Of equal significance is the fact that
funding for essential State boating safety
and facilities improvement or develop-
ment programs is consistent with a cur-
rent user-pay philosophy. The Federal
funding contributions are derived from
motorboat fuel tax receipts now deposit-
ed in a land and water conservation fund,
that will continue to be amply and more
substantially supported from other exist-
ing revenue sources.

New York, with one of the largest boat-
ing populations in the country, that is
swelled by seasonal vacationers, and with
a growing need to address urban recrea-
tional needs, would receive approximate-
ly three-quarters of a million dollars an-
nually to be used for facility development
and safety and education programs. This
legislation deserves favorable action and
I urge its passage.®
® Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, as co-
sponsor of H.R. 4310, the Federal Boat
Safety Act, I rise in support of this bill.

It is my understanding that the ad-
ministration opposes the bill on grounds
that the program was intended to be a
temporary one, and contends that its
goals now have accomplished. I have to
disagree with the administration.

In the particular case of Puerto Rico
this program has proven to be of vital
importance for our State boating safety
program. A considerable headway in re-
ducing the rate of boating accident and
facilities has been achieved in Puerto
Rico through this Federal program. It is
the success of the program in Puerto
Rico that has really moved me to co-
sponsor and support this bill. If this pro-
gram is ended, as originally intended, we
will be doing a disfavor to those well in-
tentioned jurisdictions that are trying
to further improve their State boating
safety program. The program should be
continued in order to make the boating
activity a pleasant and secure one.

I wish to commend the members of the
House Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries and in particular the gen-
tleman from New York, Mr. Biacer, for
their efforts in reporting out this bill fav-
orably.
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I urge my colleagues to support and
vote favorably for this bill.®
® Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, title IT of
H.R. 4310, as reported by the Committee
on Ways and Means, establishes a sepa-
rate fund in the Treasury, to be known
as the national recreation boating
safety and facilities improvement
fund. For fiscal years 1981 to 1983, the
bill authorizes the transfer of a maxi-
mum of $30 million per year into this
fund from receipts attributable to the
excise taxes on gasoline and special
motor fuels used in motorboats. Pres-
ently, receipts from the motorboat fuels
taxes are transferred into the land and
water conservation fund. Any amounts
in excess of the $30 million per year from
the motorboat fuels taxes would con-
tinue to go into the land and water con-
servation fund.

Title II of the bill also requires the
Secretary of the Treasury to conduct a
study of the estimated annual motorboat
fuels tax revenues, and to report to the
Congress within 2 years.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Ways
and Means considered the special fund
provisions of H.R. 4310, and is in agree-
ment with the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries that a separate
fund should be established for the spe-
cific purpose of providing Federal mon-
eys for State recreational boating safety
programs and for boating facilities im-
provements. The Ways and Means re-
ported out its provisions of the bill as
title IT.

Title IT of the bill establishes a new
fund in the Treasury, to be known as the
national recreational boating safety
and facilities improvement fund. This
title also provides that this new fund
shall receive up to $30 million per year
of the amounts attributable to the ex-
isting 4-cents-per-gallon excise taxes on
motorboat use of gasoline and special
motor fuels, for fiscal years 1981 to 1983.
Revenues attributable to these taxes on
motorboat fuels presently are trans-
ferred into the land and water conserva-
tion fund.

Amounts in excess of the $30 million
per year from these fuels taxes will con-
tinue to go into the land and water con-
servation fund. Also, to prevent excessive
accumulations in the fund, an additional
limit on this new boating fund is that
the balance in the new fund cannot ex-
ceed $30 million.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to point out
that the transfer of the motorboat fuels
tax revenues to the new boating fund will
not diminish the overall revenues avail-
able to the land and water conservation
fund. Present law authorizes transfers to
that fund from miscellaneous receipts
under the Outer Continental Shelf Lands
Act to bring in sufficient revenues to the
fund as authorized to be appropriated
through fiscal year 1989.

Amounts in the new boating fund are
to be available, as provided in appropria-
tion acts, for making expenditures after
September 30, 1980, and before April 1,
1984, as provided in section 26 of the
Federal Boat Safety Act of 1971—as
amended by title I of this bill. Title I
of the bill authorizes appropriations of
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$30 million per year for fiscal years 1981
through 1983 for Federal-State programs
relating to recreational boating safety
and facilities improvements. This 3-year
limitation on the authorization of appro-
priations from the new boating fund will
give the Congress an opportunity to re-
view the operation and effectiveness of

the program.

Finally, title II of the bill requires the
Secretary of the Treasury to conduct a
study to determine the portion of re-
ceipts from the excise taxes on gasoline
and special motor fuels—imposed under
sections 4081 and 4041(b) of the code—
attributable to fuel used in recreational
motorboats. The Secretary is to report
his findings to the Congress within 2
years following enactment of the bill.

Mr, Speaker, I urge the adoption of
the bill.e
® Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to commend the members of the House
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries and, in particular, the gentle-
man from New York, Mr. Biacer, for the
etfbi)rts in reporting out H.R. 4310 favor-
ably.

Through this legislation, a logical so-
lution has been found that supports the
State boating safety programs; reduces
the burden to the general taxpayer, is
consistent with current user-pay philos-
ophies, and enhances the safety of those
ever-increasing numbers of people (my
own State of Iowa has 160,000 registered
boats, ranking 15th in the United
States), who find an essential and af-
fordable recreational outlet in boating.

The $30 million authorized in this bill
provides for the continuance of State
boating efforts plus the added process
of developing boating facilities, such as
essential moorings and launchways,
with the State determining the sites and
helping with the funding. Most signifi-
cantly, this legislation carries no addi-
tional spending authority; rather it
represents a congressional reordering of
priorities and programming of author-
izations.@

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this occasion to commend
each member of the subcommittee for
their contribution on a bipartisan basis.
There is unanimity in the undertaking,
and also I want to commend the chair-
man of the full committee, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. MurpHY) for
his leadership and support, and the
Committee on Ways and Means for re-
sponding in such a sympathetic and ex-
peditious fashion.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I have no fur-
ther requests for time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Biacer)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 4310, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. VOLKEMER. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof), the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill just passed, H.R. 4310.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from New York?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
WAYS AND MEANS TO FILE RE-
PORT, ALONG WITH MINORITY
OR SEPARATE VIEWS, ON HR.
5741, ENERGY SUBSIDY BOND TAX
ACT OF 1979

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Ways and Means may have until mid-
night tonight, Monday, December 3,
1979, to file a report, along with any
minority or separate views, on H.R. 5741,
t.i;gsmnergy Subsidy Bond Tax Act of
1 i

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Ohio?

There was no objection.

TEMPORARY DUTY SUSPENSION ON
CERTAIN ALLOY STEELS USED
FOR MAKING CHIPPER ENIVES

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
2535) to amend the Tariff Schedules of
the United States to suspend for a tem-
porary period the duty on certain alloy
tool steels used for making chipper
knives, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2535

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sub-
part B of part 1 of the appendix to the Tariff
Schedules of the United States (19 U.S.C.
1202) is amended by inserting in numerical
sequence the following new item:

“911.29 Alloy steel containing, in addition to iron and by weight, not less than 0.48
nor more than 0.55 percent of carbon, not less than 0.20 nor more than 0.50
percent of manganese, not less than 0.75 nor more than 1.05 percent of sili-
con, not less than 7.25 nor more than 8.75 percent of chromium, not less
than 1.25 nor more than 1.75 percent of molybdenum, none or not more
than 1.75 percent of tungsten, and not less than 0.20 nor more than 0.55

percent of vanadium (provided for in item 608.52, part 2B, schedule 6).. Free

Sec. 2. The amendment made by the first
section of this Act shall apply with respect
to articles entered, or withdrawn from ware-
house, for consumption on or after the date
of the enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant
to the rule, a second is not required on
this motion.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. VANIK)
will be recognized for 20 minutes, and
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
FrenzeL) will be recognized for 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. VANIK) .

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of H.R. 2535
as reported by the Committee on Ways
and Means, is to temporarily suspend the
column 1 (MFN) rate of duty on imports
of alloy tool steel used to manufacture
chipper knives until June 30, 1982. H.R.
2535 was introduced by our colleagues
Messrs. ALBOSTA, DRINAN, SHANNON, and
BRODHEAD.

Tool steels are used primarily to make
tools capable of cutting, forming, or oth-
erwise shaping other materials in the
manufacture of virtually all industrial
products. More than 95 percent of the
alloy steel covered by H.R. 2535 is used
to make chipper knives, which are used
in machines that chip trees and other
wood to make pulp and wood fiber prod-
ucts.

Domestic production of this specialty
steel only meets between 25 and 33 per-
cent of U.S. consumption requirements.
Since the cost of the steel represents ap-
proximately 80 percent of the finished
product, that is, the chipper knife, sus-
pension of the duty will result in lower
costs to chipper knife manufacturers, the
consumers of this steel, and improve their
competitive position vis-a-vis foreign
knife manufacturers.

No change On or before
6/30/82".

i

The bill as amended was ordered re-
ported by voice vote, and I urge its
passage.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr, Speaker, I support
H.R. 2535, a bill to suspend through
June 30, 1982, the duty on column 1 en-
tries of alloy tool steels used for making
chipper knives. These chipper knives in
turn are used as the cutting part of ma-
chines that chip block wood into pulp
and other wood fiber products.

During testimony before the commit~
tee, it was revealed that domestic pro-
duction of the type of steel covered by
this bill is barely sufficient to supply
from one quarter to one third of the de-
mand in this country. Imports must be
relied upon for the remainder. Although
many specialty steel producers in the
United States possess the ability to
manufacture the type of steel used in
making chipper knives, they have pre-
ferred to move into other more profitable
lines. This trend is expected to continue
in the future.

For the four chipper knife manufac-
turers in the United States, chipper
knife steel represents about 80 percent
of the cost of the finished product. The
duty suspension provided by H.R. 2535
will lower the cost of these manufac-
turers’ principal raw material, and thus
improve their competitive position with
respect to foreign knife manufacturers.
Furthermore, the impact of such a duty
suspension is expected to negligible effect
on domestic alloy steel manufacturers,
who apparently are moving out of the
production of this particular type steel
anyway.

I would like to note here that the
chipper knife steel covered by this bill
does not in any way come under the
quantitative restrictions currently im-
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posed on imports of specialty steel under
the import relief provisions of the Trade
Act of 1974. In other words, it has been
determined that imports of chipper
knives do not in any way disrupt the do-
mestic market. The Departments of
Commerce and State and the Office of
the Special Trade Representative indi-
cated that they have no objection to en-
actment of H.R. 2535.

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us is a
straightforward and fair piece of legisla-
tion, and I urge my colleagues to ap-
prove H.R. 2535 at this time.
® Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, I urge
my colleagues to join me in opposing
H.R. 2535, a bill to be brought up under
suspension of the rules on Monday to
eliminate the current tariff on foreign
chipper knife steel.

When American steel companies are
having to lay off thousands and thou-
sands of American workers, it is simply
not the right time to make it easier for
foreign steel to enter our country.

Chipper knife steel is a specialty steel
used by machine knife manufacturers. It
was specifically exempted from the spe-
cialty steel quotas which protected most
specialty steel products for a 3-year
period. Consequently, foreign producers
have been able to drive a number of
American producers out of the business.
Now the foreign producers are claiming
that, since there are few American pro-
ducers left, they should be permitted to
supply the whole market without a tariff.

Frankly, H.R. 2535 rewards the foreign
steel companies for being successful in
hurting American chipper knife steel
producers.

The truth is that passage of HR. 2535
will make it virtually impossible for
American producers to ever reenter the
chipper knife market. And it will leave
our American machine knife manufac-
turers more dependent on foreign steel
producers for their chipper knife steel.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
tariff reduction.®
® Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 2535, which would
suspend the import duty on chipper knife
steel.

During the past few years, all but one
domestic producer of chipper knife steel
has stopped producing this type of alloy
tool steel; and that is the Guterl Special
Steel Corp. of Lockport, N.Y., in my con-
gressional district. The fact that Guterl
is the sole remaining U.S. producer is no
accident, and that is the very reason why
this duty was initially imposed. Without
this duty, Guterl would be unable to
effectively and equitably compete with
its directly and indirectly subsidized for-
eign counterparts in Sweden and the
Common Market and would have fo
cease production of chipper knife steel.
Foreign producers’ prices are not pred-
icated on actual cost considerations,
unlike Guterl’s, but rather on national
policies to maintain full employment in
Sweden and the Common Market.

In the face of predatory pricing prac-
tices by foreign producers, Guterl has
managed to maintain a competitive posi-
tion because of the existence of this duty.
It has, in fact, embarked on an ambitious
expansion program to expand and mod-
ernize its facilities. This 5-year pro-
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gram calls for capital expenditures
which will enable the corporation to sig-
nificantly improve production efficiency,
reduce costs, increase productivity, and
provide sophisticated laboratory and
quality control methods. Guterl’s stead-
fast commitment to increasing the pro-
duction of chipper knife steel could be
imperiled if it is unable to compete on a
fair and equal basis with its foreign
counterparts.

Passage of this bill will not make more
chipper knife steel available to those,
like the manufacturers of chipper knives,
who use this type of alloy tool steel. For-
eign producers of this steel are also man-
ufacturers of the knife product, and they
could choose to reduce supplies of the
steel to U.S. manufacturers, if the sole
domestic producer of chipper knife
steel ceases production. :

Suspension of the duty on chipper
knife steel will leave domestic manufac-
turers of the knife product at the no
doubt tender mercies of Swedish and
Common Market producers of the steel.
In addition to the possibility of redm_:ed
supplies of the steel, these foreign
sources, once they are the only remain-
ing source of the steel, could decide to
sell their product at any price they de-
sire. The absence of effective domestic
competition could, therefore, have a
markedly inflationary impact, as we have
seen in the case of oil and other products.

Guterl is committed to a policy of
strong and fair competition with foreign
specialty steel producers, and other pro-
ducers are considering reentering this
market. Suspension of the duty would
place U.S. producers at an unfair disad-
vantage and eliminate the sole remaining
domestic producer and the possibility of
additional domestic producers.

Therefore, I urge all of my colleagues
to vote against HR. 2535, because it
would encourage an additional and in-
creasingly dangerous dependence on for-
eign products.®
® Mr. ALBOSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 2535, a bill to suspend
for a temporary period the import duties
on chipper knife steel.

The American manufacturers of chip-
per knives have had increasingly diffi-
culty in obtaining supplies of chipper
knife steel over the past 15 years. Ameri-
can manufacturers have faced increased
competition at the same time from for-
eign producers of these important ma-
chine knives. This Nation and others are
returning to renewable resources for en-
ergy and other uses, such as the treat-
ment of municipal waste and home
building. Wood is one of the foremost of
those renewable resources, and chipper
knives are an essential element of the
wood processing industry.

In April 1978, the International Trade
Commission and President Carter saw
the need for more chipper knife steel in
this country. Therefore, the President re-
moved any restrictions on the amount of
chipper knife steel that American manu-
facturers can import into this country.
However, one obstacle remains. This ob-
stacle is inhibiting the ability of the
American producers to compete with
foreign producers for these same ma-
chine knives. That obstacle is an unfair
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and unnecessary duty on chipper knife
steel. The effective duty on chipper steel
is over 12 percent, while the duty on the
finished knives is only 5 percent. This
chipper knife steel is 100 percent of the
raw materials required for the produc-
tion of chipper knives. If we give the
American manufacturers of chipper
knives a fighting chance by lifting this
duty, they estimate that they can double
their production within a very few years.
If we do not lift this duty, the United
States will continue to lose this vital
business to foreign manufacturers.

With some of the largest forest re-
sources in the world, why should not we
be able to make our own wood processing
equipment? Even today we are devising
new ways to harvest processed wood, new
ways which are environmentally bene-
ficial, new ways that waste almost none
of the natural resource that is harvested.
Yet, if we can not make the knives that
are required to cut and chip that wood,
how do we expect to become self-suffi-
cient? This is just one example of an
American industry that needs to be
treated fairly. They are not asking for
special consideration. They are not ask-
ing subsidies. They just want a chance to
compete. Unfortunately, the production
of this particular kind of specialty steel
requires a very exact amount of special
alloys and a great deal of care in its
manufacture. The volume involved is ap-
parently low enough so that American
manufacturers of specialty steels have
not keen interested in supplying this
steel at a competitive price. They have
benefited from a 12 percent advantage,
and they still have not been able to sup-
ply this steel at a competitive price.

In fact, just recently domestic price
quotations have jumped, making it
nearly impossible for domestic manufac-
turers of these knives to purchase
significant amounts of this steel domes-
tically with any hope of competing
against foreign producers of the finished
knives.

The domestic producers of this steel
produce many other kinds of steel. They
do not rely on this particular steel for
a significant portion of their business.
In fact the U.S. Commerce Department
reports that imports of chipper knife
steel represent less than three-tenths of
1 percent of the domestic specialty steel
production. Chipper knife steel is 100
percent of the raw material required by
chipper knife manufacturers. If they
cannot get this steel at competitive
prices, and competitive quality, then
thev just cannot go on.

We are not just up here today asking a
special favor for one particular con-
stituent in one small area of the coun-
try. There are currently manufacturers
of chipper knives in the economically
depressed area of central Michigan, New
England and the South. The Machine
Knife Association has members in 12
States who strongly urge you to pass this
legislation. But beyond these manufac-
turers themselves, the chipper knife cus-
tomers in the forestry, wood and paper
industries and their customers, in home
building, sewage treatment, lanscaping,
energy, plywood and paper industries,
all depend on this one pivotal product.
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Savings which you can make possible
today can be passed on to these cus-
tomers who are without a doubt in each
and every congressional district in the
country.

Finally, we feel that the arguments in
favor of H.R. 2535 are strong. These
arguments were accepted by the admin-
istration, the Subcommittee on Trade,
and Ways and Means Committee. We
believe they also justify your vote in
favor of H.R. 2535.

Thank you.®
@® Mr. RI}'FITER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 2535, a bill which
would suspend the duty on chipper knife
steel which is used in the production of
industrial cutting blades. My opposition
to this bill rests on several points which
I believe Members can no longer afford
to ignore if this Nation's steel industry
is to meet the challenge of the subsi-
dized foreign competition. First, I am
troubled by the apparent public and
Government disinterest over the plight
of the domestic steel industry. Some
among us apparently are satisfied with
the proposition that the domestic steel
industry should be abandoned—that
America’s need for steel products should
be met by foreign imports. Reports in
recent newspapers about the closing of
plants in Ohio, in Pennsylvania, and
throughout the country, provide painful
evidence of this proposition.

Mr. Speaker, this week shockwaves
occurred throughout America on the
United States Steel Corp. announcement
to permanently close three steelmaking
facilities, in addition to a number of
processing facilities. This will result in a
permanent loss of 13,000 jobs.

I regret the decision and the resulting
loss of employment at a time when
America is moving into a deepening re-
cession.

I fear that the devision of United
States Steel is a forerunner of similar
actions by other American steelmakers—
both large and small. There are indica-
tions that we may experience a 10-per-
cent cutback in national steel capacity
with total job losses approaching 50,000
workers in this one industry alone.

There are many reasons for this steel
crisis—in fact, it is a part of a world
crisis in steel cutbacks and layoffs. In-
efficient obsolete plants cannot compete
with modern efficient plants abroad. The
general state of the economy, Govern-
ment policies, leadership in the industry,
and personnel costs expanding beyond
productivity are all to blame.

The answer to the problem is to re-
place rundown, old, obsolete mills with
modern, efficient, clean facilities. The
current high costs of borrowing, poor
return on capital in the face of rampant
inflation and negative tax policy toward
depreciation all prohibit the industry
from entering the money markets for
the capital infusion necessary to revi-
talize the economy.

Federal tax incentives and capital fi-
nancial support will make it possible for
the steel companies to put modern new
plants on stream as obsolete facilities
are retired. To lose productive capacity
before new plants are substituted invites
foreign imports to fill the gap forever.
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Steel customers lost to foreign producers
are difficult to recover.

With respect to these fundamental
steel issues, I urge the Ways and Means
Subcommittee on Trade to hold hearings
to develop a comprehensive approach to
the steel problem. We need to develop a
national steel policy to strengthen our
domestic industry and make it self-suffi-
cient and competitive.

I reject the notion that America should
be strongly dependent on foreign pro-
ducers to meet its steel needs. The United
States, in my view, must maintain an
active and competitive steel industry. We
who share that view should act now to
oppose H.R. 2535.

For H.R. 2535, if made law, would be
another illustrative example of how for-
eign producers have been able to drive
American producers from the U.S. steel
marketplace.

During the start of the last decade,
three American specialty steel producers
manufactured chipper knife steel.
Through various means foreign produc-
ers succeeded in eliminating two of these
producers from their own domestic
market. If H.R. 2535 is passed, the sole
remaining American producer of this
product, although it has sharply in-
creased its production over the last 3
years, will be eliminated from the mar-
ket. Even worse, other producers like
Bethlehem Steel will be unable to com-
petitively introduce newer varieties of
the product.

As Members of Congress, we should
not, indeed ecannot, permit the dis-
mantling of the domestic steel industry
product by product, or sector by sector.

Those who favor maintaining a domes-
tic steel production capacity in chjpper
knife steel, I would like to ask to join me
in opposing H.R. 2535, both in the House
and Senate. )

The failure to oppose this measure, is
an invitation to foreign producers to
seize a domestic steel market we are nc
longer interested in preserving.@

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time. I yield back
all my time.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Vanix) that
the House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 2535, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

TEMPORARY REDUCTION OF DUTY
ON STRONTIUM NITRATE

Mr. VANIEK. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
2537) to suspend until December 31, 1982,
a portion of the duties on strontium
nitrate, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2537

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sub-
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part B of part 1 of the Appendix to the Tariff
Schedules of the United States (19 U.S.C.
1202) is amended by inserting in numerical
sequence the following new item:

“*807. 45 Strontium nitrate
{provided for
initem 421.74,
part 2C, sched-
le 4)

On or
before
Dec. 31,
1981"",

Free No change

Sec. 2. The amendment made by the first
section of this Act shall apply with respect
to articles entered, or withdrawn from ware-
house, for consumption on or after the date
of the enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant
to the rule, a second is not required on
this motion.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. VaNIK)
will be recognized for 20 minutes, and
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
FrEnzen) will be recognized for 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. VANIK).

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, as amended by the com-
mittee, the purpose of HR. 2537 is to
temporarily suspend until December 31,
1980, the column 1 (MFN) rate of duty
on strontium nitrate. The existing 6 per-
cent ad valorem rate of duty would be
reduced to zero.

H.R. 2537 was introduced by our col-
league, Mr. BaAuMaN of Maryland.

Strontium nitrate is used in the manu-
facture of tracer bullets, flares, and other
signal-type products since it produces a
red color during combustion. The prin-
cipal consumers are the military and the
railway and trucking industry. Currently
there is only one domestic basic producer
of strontium nitrate which is unable to
meet domestic demand.

Imports increased from 69,302 pounds
valued at $8,220 in 1971 to a high of 1,-
200, 546 pounds valued at $282,803 in
1976. Imports decreased in 1977 to 281,-
000 pounds valued at $80,000. In 1978,
imports increased to 672,403 pounds
valued at $177,869. The east coast had
been importing most of its needs from
one plant in Canada. That plant recently
closed and imports were supplied by West
Germany and Italy in 1978. A producer
of barium chemical products in Georgia
has indicated it is seriously considering
entering the domestic market as a sup-
plier of strontium nitrate, but would re-
consider if the tariff barrier was re-
moved.

Reports opposing enactment of H.R.
2537 were received from the Department
of Commerce and Labor, on the grounds
that domestic production is adequate to
supply all of domestic demand and that
a firm which has announced plans to
produce the product will not proceed if
the bill is enacted. The International
Trade Commission filed an informational
report suggesting technical changes.

The committee amended H.R. 2537 to
suspend the column 1 (MFN) rate of duty
for only 1 year, instead of 2; that is, un-
til December 31, 1980, on the grounds
that the domestic firm that has an-
nounced plans to produce strontium ni-
trate should be encouraged and allowed
an opportunity to do so. The committee
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further amended the bill by accepting a
request by the author, Mr. BAuman, that
the column 2 rate of duty not be reduced
from its current level of 25 percent.

The committee also made technical
amendments to reflect properly the nu-
merical sequence in the Tariff Schedules
of the United States and to state the
termination date in the accepted form.

The bill, as amended, was ordered re-
ported by the committee by voice vote,
and I urge its passage.
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Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I also support enactment
of H.R. 2537, a bill to suspend until De-
cember 31, 1982, the column 1 duty on
imports of strontium nitrate, This bill is
another of many bills which were passed
by the House during the 95th Congress
but failed to be approved by the Senate
before adjournment.

Strontium nitrate is used in the manu-
facture of tracer bullets, flares and other
signal-type products. The military is the
principal consumer of strontium nitrate,
and because of this association, many
production statistics are confidential.
However, it is apparent that domestic
production does not meet the demand
in this country. Other users include the
railway and trucking industries. Cur-
rently there is only one domestic pro-
ducer of strontium nitrate located on the
west coast, requiring that users on the
east coast import most of their needs
from Canada, West Germany, and Italy.

An important supplier in Canada has
recently shut down, but it is hoped that
a suspension of the duty on strontium
nifrate will encourage the reopening of
the plant.

The Departments of Commerce and
Labor have opposed enactment of H.R.
2537 because a producer of barium
chemical products located in Carters-
ville, Ga., is seriously considering taking
steps to begin production of strontium
nitrate. However, it is unlikely that this
company could actually begin produc-
tion before the duty suspension provided
in H.R. 2537 expires. In fact, the com-
mittee reduced the effective dates of the
bill specifically so that the economic im-
pact could be reviewed after a short
period of time as well as the status of the
Georgia firm in expanding the domestic
supply of strontium nitrate.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2537 is a good bill
which, 